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a Congressional Quiz 


ANTITRUST LEGISLATION 


The House Antitrust Subcommittee is under- 
taking an investigation of antitrust laws and their 
enforcement, What do you know about antitrust laws 
generally? Try for 4 correct answers. 


1. Q--When did Congress pass its first antitrust 
legislation: (a) 1800; (b) 1890; (c) 1915? 


A--(b). The Sherman Antitrust Act was Con- 
gress’ first attempt to protect trade and com- 
merce ‘‘against unlawful restraints and monop- 
olies.’’ Until 1890, the Supreme Court had ruled 
that Congress had no power toregulate interstate 
commerce except as to matters involved directly 
in commerce, The states were left to deal 
individually with practices interfering with the 
flow of trade, 


2, Q--Which President was called the ‘Trust 
Buster?”’ 


A--President Theodore Roosevelt, who served 
from 1901 to 1909, 


3. Q--The Federal Trade Commission was estab- 
lished during the Administration of: (a) Theodore 
Roosevelt; (b) Franklin Delano Roosevelt; (c) 
Warren G, Harding; (d) Woodrow Wilson? 


A--(d). The Commission was created in 1914, 
simultaneously with the passage of the Clayton 
Antitrust Act. The FTC was set up to enforce 
antitrust laws and especially to curb unfair com- 
petitive practices. Wilson hailed the legislation 
as supplying ‘“‘clear and sufficient law to check 


and destroy the noxious growth (of monopoly) in 
its infancy.”’ 


. Q--True or false: A ‘‘consent decree’’ permits 


large corporations to expand indefinitely without 
being controlled by antitrust laws. 


A--False. Consent decrees are the instruments 
by which the Government agrees to drop civil 
proceedings against alleged monopolists, without 
going to trial, in return for a promise by the 
accused antitrust law violator to abide by certain 
conditions. Under these settlements both sides 
escape the cost and effort of a lengthy trial. 


. Q--Most civil antitrust cases are settled by: (a) 


trial; (b) consent decree? 


A--(b). Over the past 20 years, about three- 
fourths of all civil antitrust complaints have been 
settled by consent judgment. During fiscal 1957, 
consent decrees were entered in 22 of 27 anti- 
trust cases terminated in district courts. 


. Q--True or false: Under the Eisenhower Admin- 


istration, the Justice Department abandoned the 
use of criminal indictments in antitrust cases 
except in instances of clear-cut violations. 


A--True. Stanley Barnes, in charge of the Anti- 
trust Division of the Justice Department from 1953 
to 1956, said that ‘‘in no instance is the criminal 
sanction used to coerce civil settlement.’’ The 
policy has remained unchanged under his suc- 
cessor, Victor Hansen. 








Check your Congressional Quarterly Almanacs for additional details and background information on the 
news of Congress appearing in the Weekly Reports. Published since 1944, the 
CQ Almanac is fully indexed and cross referenced, 
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CONGRESS VOTES FOR ECONOMY 33% OF CHANCES 


The Democratic 85th Congress in 1957 backed moves 
for economy on 22, or 33 percent, of the 66 roll-call 
votes that presented clear-cut opportunities directly to 
limit Federal spending. The Senate backed 7, or 25 
percent, of the 23 economy moves in that chamber. The 
Flouse backed 15, or 39 percent, of the 38 economy 
moves presented to it. 


The 66 test votes, listed onp. 1204, were selected on 
the basis of their direct effect on Federal spending. 
Detailed Ground Rules governing the selection of the 
votes are given onp. 1205. The rules are strict; only roll 
calls that directly affected Federal spending are included, 
Important roll calls with an indirect effect on Federal 
spending are excluded, 


For example, these rules excluded two votes that are 
frequently described as a defeat and victory for ‘‘eco- 
nomy:’’ Senate passage of the Federal Hells Canyon dam 
bill (Roll Call 59, Weekly Report p. 792) and House defeat 
of the bill for Federal aid to school construction (Roll 
Call 56, Weekly Report p. 908). Both of these were 
authorization bills and neither project could have been 
carried through unless Congress later voted appropria- 
tions, which it is not obligated to do, Votes on these 
authorizations, therefore, have only an indirect effect 
on Federal spending, and are excluded from this study. 


On the other hand, votes on authorizations for pro- 
grams that are partly self-financing are included in this 
study, since they would directly affect Federal spending. 
Examples of such authorizations are the Housing Act of 
1957 and the Senate and conference versions of the Mutual 
Security Act of 1957 (Senate Roll Calls 35, 54; House 
Roll Call 79), 





Evaluating the Scores 


In evaluating the Economy Support and Opposition 
scores given below, these cautions must be con- 
sidered: 


@ 1. Rarely, if ever, is ‘‘economy’’ the only issue 
in a vote. Spending is justified by proponents in 
terms of the goal for which the money will be used: 
to provide services for citizens, to strengthen de- 
fense, to conduct foreign policy, or whatever it may 
be in the particular case. Each Member must decide 
on each ‘‘economy vote’’ whether the cause justifies 
spending additional funds. 

@ 2. Each bill involved in these roll calls comes 
to the floor with the endorsement of a committee 
which has subjected it to careful scrutiny and fre- 
quently has changed its terms. Many Members of 
Congress are inclined to support whatever the com- 
mittee has recommended in the belief that the com- 
mittee opinion is the best judgment available. This 
is particularly true of appropriations bills, which are 
very detailed. 

@ 3. The sums involved in these 66 roll calls vary 
widely -- from $30,000 in one case to $2.8 billion in 
another, On some votes, there is no way to deter- 
mine the amount of money that would be spent or 
saved, It is entirely possible for a Member to vote 
for a number of small economies and then for a single 
large expenditure, or vice versa, 














One View of the Problem 


CQ figures indicate ‘‘economy sentiment’’ was 
greater during the early part of the session than 
toward the end. Rep. CliffClevenger (R Ohio) July 8, 
1957, gave one explanation of this during an executive 
session of the House Appropriations Committee: 


‘*The most amazing things happen here when we 
get down toward the end ofthe session.... There is a 
bill pending over here in the House right now for 
$1.624 billion and they had to have a quorum call 
in order to get someone to listen to it, That is how 
much interested they areineconomy. Youwear them 
down and get them on a day like this when the 
humidity is almost as high as the thermometer and 
anything can pass. That is the sad part of this 
thing. It has sapped a lot of energy. I used to be 
as tough as an old whalebone, but it worries me 
down.’’ 











Analysis 


The 1957 analysis of Economy Voting indicates 
three main trends: 


@1. Even in a year when the public demand for 
reduced Federal spending was unusually strong, Congress 
voted to save money on only 33 percent of the clearcut 
floor tests directly affecting Federal spending. As usual, 
the House voted for economy moves more often than the 
Senate did. The House backed 39 percent of the economy 
moves and the Senate voted for 25 percent of them. 

@ 2. The average Republican and Democratic Senators 
had almost identical records of support and opposition on 
economy moves, backing 32 or 33 percent of them, The 
average House Republican, however, backed 53 percent 
of the economy moves, while the average House Democrat 
supported only 29 percent of them. The combined score 
for the two chambers gave the Republicans a 50 percent 
Economy Support score, compared to 29 percent for the 
Democrats. 

e@ 3. In regional terms most support for economy 
moves came from midwestern Republicans (58 percent) 
and southern Democrats (44 percent), while the opposi- 
tion was led by eastern Republicans (46 percent) and 
midwestern Democrats (71 percent). 
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Economy Support - 2 


Party Scores 


Economy Support and Economy Opposition scores 
are composites -- the percentage of the time the average 
Democrat and Republican voted to support or oppose 
moves to limit Federal spending. Failures to vote tend 
to lower both Economy Support and Opposition scores. 





1957 

ECONOMY SUPPORT GOP DEM 

Both Chambers 50% 29%, 

Senate 32 33 

House 53 29 
ECONOMY OPPOSITION 

Both Chambers 37% 59%, 

Senate 53 51 

House 35 60 


Regional Scores 


Economy Support scores, by region, for 1957: 








REPUBLICANS East West South Midwest 
Both Chambers 40% 52% 56% 58% 
Senate 26 41 25 35 
House 43 54 61 62 

DEMOCRATS 
Both Chambers 13% 18%, 44%, 19% 
Senate 20 28 42 17 
House 12 15 44 19 


Economy Opposition scores, by region, for 1957: 








REPUBLICANS East West South Midwest 
Both Chambers 46%, 39% 29% 30% 
Senate 56 52 68 48 
House 44 36 24 27 

DEMOCRATS 
Both Chambers 68% 69% 47%, 71% 
Senate 54 56 44 67 
House 69 74 48 72 


Individual Scores 


Highest Economy Support scorers -- those who voted 
for economy moves most consistently -- in 1957: 





SENATE . 
Republicans Democrats 
Curtis (Neb. 75% Robertson (Va.) 79% 
Williams (Del.) 71 Frear (Del.) te 
Dworshak (Idaho) 71 Byrd (Va.) 71 
Bricker (Ohio) 64 Thurmond (S.C.) 71 
Goldwater (Ariz.) 54 Ellender (La.) 64 
Malone (Nev.) 54 Kerr (Okla.) 64 
Barrett (Wyo.) 54 Russell (Ga.) 64 
HOUSE 
Republicans Democrats 
Budge (Idaho) 92% Tuck (Va.) 84%, 
Miller (Neb.) 92 Abbitt (Va.) 82 
Johansen (Mich.) 89 Smith (Va.) 82 
Rees (Kan.) 89 Colmer (Miss.) 76 
Weaver (Neb.) 89 Dowdy (Texas) 76 
Abernethy (Miss.) 76 
Harrison (Va.) 76 





Highest Economy Opposition scorers -- those who 





voted against economy moves most consistently -- in 1957. 


SENATE 
Republicans Democrats 

Javits (N.Y.) 96%, *Proxmire (Wis.) 1009, 
Case (N.J.) 82 Carroll (Colo.) 89 
Wiley (Wis.) 82 Neuberger (Ore.) 89 
Ives (N.Y.) 79 Pastore (R.I.) 86 
Kuchel (Calif.) 75 Humphrey (Minn.) 86 
Allott (Colo.) 75 Church (Idaho) 82 
Martin (Iowa) 75 

Thye (Minn.) 75 

Beall (Md.) 75 


* Based on one vote only. 








HOUSE 
Republicans Democrats 

Holmes (Wash.) 87% Price (Ill.) 97%, 
Kearns (Pa.) 79 Rhodes (Pa.) 95 
Baldwin (Calif.) 76 Karsten (Mo.) 95 
Patterson (Conn.) 76 Perkins (Ky.) 92 
Seely-Brown (Conn.) 76 Jones (Ala.) 89 
Rogers (Mass.) 76 King (Calif.) 89 
Tollefson (Wash.) 76 Natcher (Ky.) 89 

Metcalf (Mont.) 89 

Reuss (Wis.) 89 

Absences 


Failures to vote usually may be traced to valid 
causes, including illness and conflicting official 
duties. Among those missing one or more 1957 roll 
calls because of their illness or illness or death in 
their families: 

Sens. Styles Bridges (R N.H.), Dennis Chavez 
(D N.M.), Sam J. Ervin Jr. (D N.C.), J.W. Fulbright 
(D Ark.), Theodore Francis Green (D R.I.), Thomas 
C. Hennings Jr. (D Mo.), Irving M. Ives (R N.Y.), 
William E, Jenner (R Ind.), William Langer (R N.D.), 
George W. Malone (R Nev.), A.S. Mike Monroney (D 
Okla.), Matthew M, Neely (D W.Va.), Frederick G, 
Payne (R Maine), Andrew F. Schoeppel (R Kan.) and 
Milton R, Young (R N.D.). 

Reps. Leroy H. Anderson (D Mont.), August H. 
Andresen (R Minn.), Graham A, Barden (D N.C.), 
John V. Beamer (R Ind.), Alvin M. Bentley(R Mich.), 
Alvin R, Bush (R Pa.), Emanuel Celler (D N.Y.), 
Frederic R. Coudert Jr. (R N.Y.), Clifford Davis (D 
Tenn.), William L., Dawson (D IIl.), Myron V. George 
(R Kan.), Thomas S, Gordon (D IIl.), Wayne L. Hays 
(D Ohio), Lester Holtzman (DN.Y.), Bernard W, (Pat) 
Kearney (R N.Y.), Otto Krueger (R N.D.), WilliamS., 
Mailliard (R Calif.), Edward T, Miller (R Md.), Adam 
Clayton Powell Jr. (D N.Y.), Prince H. Preston (D 
Ga.), Gordon H. Scherer (R Ohio), John F, Shelley (D 
Calif.), Eugene Siler (R Ky.), Dean P. Taylor (R N.Y.), 
Homer Thornberry (D Texas), and Francis E, Walter 
(D Pa.). 
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Economy Support - 3 



































Economy Support-Opposition Scores 
$ Indivi i 
enate Individual Economy Voting Scores for 1957 
1. ECONOMY SUPPORT Votes. Number of economy- 3. ECONOMY SUPPORT Score, Percentage of 28 
issue roll calls in 1957 on which Senator voted ‘‘yea’’ economy-issue roll calls in 1957 on which Senator 
or ‘‘nay’’ in support of moves to limit Federal spend- voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in support of moves to limit 
ing. Federal spending. Failures to vote lower both Support 
and Opposition scores. 
2. ECONOMY OPPOSITION Votes. Number of economy- 
issue roll calls in 1957 on which Senator voted ‘‘yea’’ 4. ECONOMY OPPOSITION Score. Percentage of 28 
or ‘‘nay’’ in opposition to moves to limit Federal economy-issue roll calls in 1957 on which Senator 
spending. voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in opposition to moves to limit 
Federal spending. Failures to vote lower both Support 
and Opposition scores. 
Headnotes 
* Not eligible for all 28 Economy Voting roll calls; 
percentage score is based on number of votes for which 
Senator was eligible. 
Scores for William Blakley (D Texas), who 
served from Jan, 17, 1957, to April 29, 1957, under 
an interim appointment; and for Joseph R, McCarthy 
(R Wis.), who died May 2: 
1 2 3 “ 
Blakley 0 1 0% 50% 
McCarthy 0 1 0% 50% 
'2#s - 2 28 ;' 23 4 ’' 23 ¢@ 
ALABAMA 1OWA NEBRASKA RHODE ISLAND 
Hill (D) ‘za wm Hickenlooper (R) 9 18 32 64 Curtis So 26nsen Green (D) 2 17 7 61 
Sparkman (D) 6 17 21 61 Martin (R) 7 zu Be SB Hruska (R) 13 6 4 21 Pastore (D) 4 24 14 8% 
ARIZONA KANSAS NEVADA SOUTH CAROLINA 
Hayden (D) 8 19 29 68 Carlson (R) 8 19 29 68 Bible (0) 15 11 54 39 Johnston (D) 17 10 61 % 
Goldwater (R) 15 6 54 21 Schoeppel (R) 10 13 3% 4 Malone (R) #15 6 54 21 Thurntond (0) 20 8 71 2 
ARKANSAS KENTUCKY NEW HAMPSHIRE SOUJA DAKOTA 
Fulbright (D) 5 17 18 61 Cooper (R) $2 wn Bridges (R) 3 1 ou 2 Case (R) 8 14 29 50 
McClellan (D) 14 8 50 29 Morton (R) 9 18 32 64 Cotton (R) 6 % 21 57 Mundt (R) 7 17 25 61 
CALIFORNIA LOUISIANA NEW JERSEY TENNESSEE 
Knowland (R) 9 19 32 68 Ellender (D) 18 9 64 32 Case (R) 5 2 18 82 Gore (D) 5 w@ 18 71 
Kuchel (R) 7 aD we Long (D) '5 13 54 46 Smith (R) 7 19 25 68 Kefauver (D) 420 14 71 
COLORADO MAINE NEW MEXICO TEXAS 
Carroll (D) 3a uu @ Payne (R) 1 7 43 Anderson (D) 14 4 50 14 Yarborough* (D) 7 12 27 4 
Allott (R) 7 2 Be Smith (R) 12 16 43 57 Chavez (2) 10 9 % 32 Johnson (D) 7 18 25 64 
CONNECTICUT MARYLAND NEW YORK UTAH 
Bush (R) 10 6 &% 57 Beall (R) sannm & Ives (R) 321 Ww Bennett (R) 9 18 32 64 
Purtell (R) 77s @ Butler (R) 10 9 3% 32 Javits (R) 1 27 9 Watkins (R) 7 @® 25 71 
DELAWARE MASSACHUSETTS NORTH CAROLINA VERMONT 
Frear (D) 21 6 75 21 Kennedy (D) 4 19 14 68 Ervin (D) 7 #3 Aiken (R) 3°19 «+11 ~68 
Williams (Ry) 2 8 71 2 Saltonstall (R) 8 17 29 61 Scott (DR) 4 20 4 71 Flanders (R) 5 15 18 54 
FLORIDA MICHIGAN NORTH DAKOTA VIRGINIA 
Holland (D) 6 2 21 71 McNamara (D) 1 21 4 75 Langer (R) 3 sn HW Byrd (0D) 2 O 71 
Smathers (D) 8 14 29 50 Potter (R) 8 17 29 61 Young (}) 14 5 5O 18 Robertson Oownms3sFhHn 
GEORGIA MINNESOTA OHIO WASHINGTON 
Russell (D) 18 10 64 % Humphrey (D) 0 24 O 8 Lausche (D) 15 12 54 43 Jackson (D) 5 21 18 75 
Talmadge (D) 17 0 61 % Thye (R) 7 21 25 75 Bricker (R) 18 8 64 29 Magnuson () 0 nh &® ¥ 
IDAHO MISSISSIPPI OKLAHOMA WEST VIRGINIA 
Church (D) 3 23 +11 «82 Eastland (D) 146 6 57 21 Kerr (D) 18 9 64 32 Neely () oO 3 0 11 
Dworshak (R) 208 «71 «2 Stennis (D) 17 11 61 9 Monroney (D) 712238 @& Revercomb (R) 12 #15 43 54 
ILLINOIS MISSOURI OREGON WISCONSIN 
Douglas (D) 8 18 29 64 Hennings (D) . 4 61 Morse (D) 10 15 3% 54 Proxmire* (D) 0 1 0 100 
Dirksen (R) 9 19 32 68 Symington (D) 4 21 14 75 Neuberger (D) 2 25 7 89 Wiley (R) 3 23 11 82 
INDIANA MONTANA PENNSYLVANIA WYOMING 
Capehart (R) 7 “uw SS DB Mansfield (ct) 11 10 399 % Clark (D) 3 21 #W 75 O'Mahoney (D) 9 11 32 399 
Jenner (R) 14 4 50 14 Murray (RD) 3 19 #11 68 Martin (R) 1] 144 #39 50 Barrett (R) 15 12 54 43 
1 ee om emeciden Week ending Oct. 25, 1957 -- PAGE 1201 











Economy Support - 4 


Economy 


Support-Opposition Scores 


House Individual Economy Voting Scores for 1957 











1. ECONOMY SUPPORT Votes. Number of economy- 3. ECONOMY SUPPORT Score, Percentage of 38 
issue roll calls in 1957 on which Representative economy-issue roll calls in 1957 on which Represen- 
voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in support of moves to limit tative voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in support of moves to 
Federal spending. limit Federal spending. Failures to vote lower both 
Support and Opposition scores. 
2. ECONOMY OPPOSITION Votes. Number of economy- 4. ECONOMY OPPOSITION Score, Percentage of 38 
issue roll calls in 1957 on which Representative voted economy-issue roll calls in 1957 on which Represen- 
‘*yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in opposition to moves to limit tative voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in opposition to moves 
Federal spending. to limit Federal spending. Failures to vote lower 
both Support and Opposition scores. 
Headnotes 
- Used for Speaker Rayburn, who usually does not vote. 
* Not eligible for all 38 Economy Voting roll calis; 
percentage score is based on number of votes for 
which Representative was eligible. 
t Rep. Bowler, ill throughout the year, died July 18. 
123 4 12 3 4 23 «4 ie? <« 
ALABAMA Los Angeles County 4 Flynt (D) 26 7 68 18 4 Adair (R) 29 7 76 18 
3 Andrews (D) 24 13 63 34 23 Doyle D) 4 25 11 6 3 Forrester (D) 20 16 53 42 5 Beamer (R) 15 339 8 
1 Boykin (D) 14 15 37 39] 19 Holifield (0) 429 11 % 9 Landrum (D) 18 16 47 42 7 Bray (R) 14 17 37 45 
7 Elliott (D) 5 31 13 82] 17 King (D) 3 34 8 89 7 Lanham (D) 4 32 11 84 11 Brownson (R) 23 3 58 8 
2 Grant (D) 18 17 47 45] 26 Roosevelt (D) 5 28 13 74 2 Pilcher (D) 6 27 16 71 2 Halleck (R) 16 16 42 42 
9 Huddleston (D) 16 22 42 58] 21 Hiestand (R) 24 2 63 5 1 Preston (D) 4 19 11 50 6 Harden (R) 22 13 58 34 
8 Jones (0) 4 34 11 89] 25 Hillings (R) 16 7 42 18 6 Vinson (D) 6 24 16 63 10 Harvey (R) 25 5 66 13 
5 Rains (D) 3 29 8 76] 22Holt (R) 22 12 58 32 | IDAHO 3 Nimtz (R) 24 14 63 37 
4 Roberts (D) 9 28 24 74] 18 Hosmer (R) 19 19 50 50 1 Pfost (D) 8 3% 21 79 9 Wilson (2) 30 7 79 18 
6 Selden (D) 15 23 39 61 | 16 Jackson (R) 22 8 58 21 2 Budge (R) 35 2 92 5|1OWA 
ARIZONA 24 Lipscomb (R) 31 6 82 16 | ILLINOIS 6 Coad (D) 6 24 16 63 
2 Udall (0) 5 26 13 68] 15 McDonough (R) 21 12 55 32] 25 Gray (D) 10 25 26 66 5 Cunningham (R) 12 24 32 63 
1 Rhodes (R) 20 15 53 39] 20 Smith (R) 32 4 84 11 21 Mack (D) 9 28 24 74 3 Gross (Rk) 33 4 87 11 
ARKANSAS COLORADO 24 Price @Oinvws@7 8 Hoeven (R) 20 11 53 29 
1 Gathings (D) 21 17 55 45 4 Aspinall (Dl) 6 15 16 399 16 Atlen (R) 30 7 79 18 7 Jensen (R) 30 6 79 16 
4 Harris (D) 16 21 42 55 1 Rogers (D) 10 27 2% 71 17 Arends (R) 22 14 58 37 4 LeCompte (R) 21 12 55 32 
5 Hays (0) 6 25 16 6 3 Chenoweth (R) 19 18 50 47 19 Chiperfield (R) 22 8 58 21 1 Schwengel  (R) 12 25 32 66 
2 Mills (D) 22 16 58 42 2 Hill (RX) 21 15 55 39 14 Keeney (R) 24 8 63 21 2 Talle (R) 22 16 58 42 
6 Norrell {D) 18 20 47 53 | CONNECTICUT 15 Mason (Rk) 20 2 53 5 | KANSAS 
3 Trimble (D) 6 32 16 8 3 Cretella (R) 7 13 18 34 18 Michel (R) 26 9 68 24 5 Breeding (D) 10 27 2 71 
CALIFORNIA 1 May (R) 7 26 18 68] 20 Simpson (R) 28 9 74 24 1 Avery (R) 19 18 50 47 
2 Engle (D) 8 28 21 74 4 Morano (R) 5 25 13 66 | 22 Springer (R) 16 21 42 55 3 George (R) 14 11 37 29 
14 Hage’ (D) 6 32 16 84 5 Patterson (R) 4 29 11 76] 23 Vursell (R) 26 6 68 16 4 Rees (R) 34 4 89 11 
11 McFall (D) 4 32 11 84] AL Sadlak (2) 7 21 18 55 | Chicago-Cook County 2 Scrivner (Rk) 30 4 79 11 
8 Miller (0) 227 571 2 Seely-Brown (R) 6 29 16 7% 7 Bowler m+ tf ¥ 6 Smith (k) 33 1 87 3 
3 Moss (D) 4 33 11 87 | DELAWARE 12 Boyle (D) 14 24 37 63 | KENTUCKY 
29 Saund (D) 5 32 13 84] AL Haskell (R) 10 27 2% 71 1 Dawson (D) 0 20 0 53 4 Chelf (D) 17 17 45 45 
5 Shelley (D) 3 25 8 66] FLORIDA 8 Gordon (D) 2 2% 5 68 1 Gregory (D) 6 15 16 39 
27 Sheppard (D) 6 2 16 68] 2 Bennett (D) 17 21 45 55 5 Kluezynski (D) 8 25 21 66 2 Natcher (D) 4 3% 11 8 
12 Sisk (D) 6 32 16 84 4 Fascell (D) 9 28 24 74 6 O'Brien (D) 6 32 16 84 7 Perkins (02) 235 5 92 
7 Allen (R) 19 13 50 34 7 Haley (D) 27 10 71 2% 2 O'Hara (D) 6 32 16 8 5 Spence (Dl) 6 W 16 79 
6 Baldwin (R) 9 29 24 76 5 Herlong (D) 26 11 68 29 9 Yates (D) 7 28 18 74 6 Watts (D) 8 27 21 71 
10 Gubser (R) 15 20 39 53 8 Matthews (D) 16 20 42 53 3 Byrne (R) 29 7 7% 18 3 Robsion (R) 16 12 42 32 
4 Mailliard (R) 16 7 42 18 6 Rogers (D) 17 21 45 55 13 Church (R) 28 10 74 2% 8 Siler (R) 23 5 61 13 
1 Scudder (R) 22 16 58 42 3 Sikes (D) 13 16 34 42] 10 Collier (R) 28 8 74 21 | LOUISIANA 
13 Teague (R) 26 9 68 24 1 Cramer (R) 22 14 58 37 4 McVey (R) 31 7 82 18 2 Boggs (D) 8 28 21 74 
28 Utt (R) 32 4 84 11 | GEORGIA 11 Sheehan (R) 22 6 58 16 4 Brooks (D) 19 18 50 47 
30 Wilson (2) 15 11 39 29 8 Blitch (D) 17 17 45 45 | INDIANA 1 Hebert (D) 18 11 47 29 
9 Younger (R) 25 11 66 29] 10 Brown (D) 13 25 34 66 8 Denton (D) 6 31 16 82 8 Long (D) 10 24 26 63 
5 Davis (D) 25 9 66 24 1 Madden (D) 7 30 18 79 
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Economy Support - § 


























Reprodiction prohibited 


in whole oF in port 


-2e3e¢e '2s¢4 a | 123 4 
6 Morrison (D) 6 21 16 55 | NEBRASKA 5 Scott (D) 20 17 53 45 6 McMillan (D) 23 11 61 29 
5 Passman (D) 8 29 21 7% 2 Cunningham (R) 22 16 58 42 12 Shuford (D) 24 12 63 32 2 Riley (D) 15 22 39 58 
7 Thompson (D) 17 14 45 37 3 Harrison (R) 33 3 87 8 1] Whitener (D) 19 14 50 37 1 Rivers (D) 15 16 39 42 
3 Willis (D) 21 14 55 37 4 Miller (R) 35 3 92 8] 10 Jonas (R) 32 6 84 16 | SOUTH DAKOTA 
MAINE 1 Weaver (R) 34 4 89 11 | NORTH DAKOTA 1 McGovern (D) 5 31 13 82 
2 Coffin (D0) 3 29 8 76] NEVADA AL Burdick (R) 9 23 24 61 2 Berry (R) 30 7 79 18 
1 Hale (R) 17 20 45 53] AL Baring (D) 10 26 26 68] AL Krueger (R) 20 2 53 5 | TENNESSEE 
3 McIntire (R) 23 12 61 32 | NEW HAMPSHIRE OHIO 6 Bass (D) 16 22 42 58 
MARYLAND 2 Bass (R) 19 12 50 32 9 Ashley (D) 5 3 13 79 8 Cooper (D) 17 21 45 55 
4 Fallon (D) 15 19 39 50 1 Merrow (R) 8 26 21 68] 20 Feighan (D) 8 30 21 79 9 Davis (0D) 4 16 11 42 
7 Friedel (D) 7 30 18 79] NEW JERSEY 18 Hays (D) 6 16 16 42 4 Evins (D) 15 23 39 61 
3 Garmatz (0) 5 3 13 79] 11 Addonizio (D) 8 29 21 76] 19 Kirwan (D) 7 30 18 79 3 Frazier (D) 17 20 45 53 
5 Lankford (D) 7 29 18 76] 10 Rodino (D) 7 2 18 7% 6 Polk (D) 11 2 29 68 5 Loser (D) 17 15 45 39 
2 Devereux (R) 21 16 55 42] 13 Sieminski (D) 3 12 8 32] 21 Vanik (D) 9 27 24 71 7 Murray (D) 27 6 71 16 
6 Hyde (R) 15 22 39 58 4 Thompson (D) 3 32 8 84] 14 Ayres (R) 22 12 58 32 2 Baker (R) 18 14 47 37 
1 Miller (R) 20 15 53 399 3 Auchincloss (R) 16 22 42 58 13 Baumhart (R) 15 12 39 32 1 Reece (RK) 8 11 21 «2 
MASSACHUSETTS 8 Canfield (R) 11 27 29 71 8 Betts (R) 30 7 79 18 | TEXAS 
2 Boland (D) 9 27 24 71 14 Dellay (R) 4 25 11 66] 22 Bolton (R) 19 17 50 45 3 Beckworth (D) 13 25 34 66 
4 Donohue (Dl) 5 27 13 71 6 Dwyer (R) 12 26 32 68] 16 Bow (R) 24 8 63 21 2 Brooks (0) 15 23 39 61 
7 Lane (D) 13 23 34 61 5 Frelinghuysen (R) 12 21 32 55 7 Brown (R) 28 10 74 26] 17 Burleson (D) 25 13 66 34 
8 Macdonald (D) 12 2 32 53 2 Vacancy 5 Clevenger (R) 25 9 66 24 AL Dies (0) 11 22 5 
12 McCormack (D) 2 24 5 63] 12 Kean (R) 12 19 32 50] 11 Dennison (R) 13 18 34 47 7 Dowdy (D) 29 7°76 18 
11 O'Neill (D) 4 28 11 74 9 Osmers (R) 12 24 32 63] I5Henderson (R) 31 4 82 11] 21 Fisher (D) 2 11 68 29 
3 Philbin (D) 4 28 11 74 7 Widnall (R) 11 22 29 58 2 Hess (R) 24 8 63 21 13 tkard (D) 19 19 50 50 
6 Bates (R) 28 10 74 2 1 Wolverton (R) 5 27 13 71 10 Jenkins (R) 24 11 63 29 | 20 Kilday (D) 13 24 34 63 
10 Curtis (R) 14 20 37 53] NEW MEXICO 4McCulloch (R) 27 8 71 21 15 Kilgore (0) 27 11 71 2 
1 Heselton (R) 15 23 39 61 AL Dempsey (D) 9 25 24 66 17 McGregor (R) 25 6 6 16 19 Mahon (D) 19 18 50 47 
14 Martin (R) 20 16 53 42] AL Montoya* (0) 5 14 25 70} 23 Minshall (R) 31 4 8211 1 Patman (D) 9 28 24 74 
9 Nicholson (R) 25 10 66 26) NEW YORK 3 Schenck (R) 26 12 68 32 11 Poage (D) 20 16 53 42 
5 Rogers (R) 7 29 18 76} 30 O'Brien (D) 5 23 13 61 1 Scherer (R) 24 363 8 4 Rayburn + « =. 
13 Wigglesworth (R) 19 19 50 50 3 Becker (R) 21 8 55 21 12 Vorys (R) 24 14 63 37 18 Rogers (D) 22 15 58 39 
MICHIGAN 37 Cole (R) 27 7 71 18] OKLAHOMA 16 Rutherford (D) 27 11 71 2 
12 Bennett (R) 11 23 29 61 2 Derounian (R) 25 10 6 2 3 Albert (D) 4 33 11 87 6 Teague (D) 19 12 50 32 
8 Bentley (R) 20 5 53 13] 26 Dooley (R) 20 9 53 264 2Edmondson (D) 8 27 21 71 8 Thomas (D) 23 12 61 32 
18 Broomfield (R) 12 24 32 63] 27 Gwinn ® 2727 5 5 Jarman (D0) 13 23 34 61 9 Thompson (D) 18 18 47 47 
10 Cederberg (R) 31 3 82 8 32 Kearney (R) 16 1 42 3 6 Morris (D) 6 32 16 84 10 Thornberry (D) 13 22 34 58 
6 Chamberlain (R) 25 13 66 34] 38 Keating (R) 22 12 58 32 4 Steed (D) 13 24 34 63] 12 Wright (D) 15 23 39 61 
5 Ford (R) 25 13 66 34] 33 Kilburn (R) 20 3 53 8 1 Belcher (R) 28 8 74 21 14 Young (D) 14 21 37 55 
9 Griffin (R) 12 22 32 58] 40 Miller (R) 17 7 45 18] OREGON 5 Alger (RX) 2 1 68 3 
4 Hoffman (R) 30 1 79 3] 39 Ostertag (R) 19 15 50 39 3 Green (0) 6 3 16 79) UTAH 
3 Johansen (R) 34 3 89 8] 42Pillion (R) 24 8 63 21 4 Porter (D) 4 32 11 84 2 Dawson (R) 23 13 61 34 
11 Knox (R) 22 15 58 39| 41 Radwan (R) 9 2 24 68 2 Ullman (0) 5 32 13 84 1 Dixon (R) 23 15 61 39 
7 McIntosh (R) 12 21 32 55] 43 Reed (R) 31 5 82 13 1 Norblad (R) 20 8 53 21 | VERMONT 
2 Meader (R) 20 11 53 29] 35 Riehiman (R) 19 12 50 32| PENNSYLVANIA AL Prouty (R) 16 21 42 55 
Detroit-Wayne County 28 St. George (R) 20 15 53 39] 25 Clark (D) 5 27 13 7) | VIRGINIA 
13 Diggs (D0) 4 2 11 53] 36 Taber (R) 30 8 79 21| 28Eberharter (D) 2 28 5 74 4 Abbitt (D) 31 5 82 13 
15 Dingell (D) § 32 13 84] 31 Taylor (R) 16 6 42 16] 11 Flood (02) 231 5 8 3 Gary (D) 21 17 55 45 
17 Griffiths (D) 9 27 24 71 1 Wainwright (R) 18 8 47 21] 30 Holland (D) 4 33 11 87 2 Hardy (D) 18 2 47 53 
16 Lesinski (D) 7 27 18 71} 29 Wharton (R) 27 7 71 18] 21 Kelley (1) 23 579 7 Harrison (0D) 29 9 76 24 
1 Machrowicz (D) 5 26 13 68] 34 Williams (R) 22 10 58 26] 26 Morgan (0) 401 799 9 Jennings (D) 17 18 45 47 
14 Rabaut (D0) 5 33 13 87] New York City 14 Rhodes () 223% 5 9 1 Robeson (D) 24 9 63 24 
MINNESOTA 8 Anfuso (D) 4 17 11 45] 15 Walter (0D) 6 12 16 32 8 Smith (0) 31 6 82 16 
8 Blatnik (D) 4 30 11 79] 24 Buckley (0) 2 14 5 37} 17 Bush (R) 16 16 42 42 5 Tuck (0) 32 6 84 16 
9 Knutson (0) 4 32 11 84] 11 Celler (D) 3 28 8 74] 10 Carrigg (R) 11 25 29 66] 10 Broyhill (R) 25 13 66 34 
6 Marshall (0) 9 29 24 7% 7 Delaney (D) 5 31 13 82] 29 Corbett (R) 11 24 29 63 6 Poff (R) 32 6 84 16 
4 McCarthy (D) 3 29 8 76] 23 Dollinger (D) 5 28 13 74 8 Curtin (R) 15 23 39 61 | WASHINGTON 
3 Wier (D) 8 29 21 76] 19 Farbstein (D) 3 28 8 74 9 Dague (R) 25 10 66 26] AL Magnuson (0D) 6 27 16 7) 
7 Andersen (R) 29 8 76 21] 22Healey (D) 4 22 11 58] 12 Fenton (R) 9 27 24 71 4 Holmes (R) 5 33 13 87 
1 Andresen (R) 11 7 29 18 6 Holtzman (0D) 0 1 O 3] 27 Fulton () 3 28 8 74 5 Horan (R) 12 24 32 63 
5 Judd (R) 13 24 34 63] 10 Kelly (D) 5 28 13 74] 23 Gavin (R) 11 24 29 63 3 Mack (R) 26 10 68 2% 
2 O'Hara (R) 23 12 61 32] 9 Keogh (D0) 3 2% 8 68 7 James (R) 18 12 47 32 1 Pelly (R) 11 26 29 68 
MISSISSIPPI 13 Multer (D) 4 25 11 66] 24 Kearns () 6 30 16 79 6 Tollefson (R) 7 29 18 7% 
1 Abernethy (D) 29 8 76 21] 16 Powell (D) 1 17 3 45] 13McConnell (R) 12 16 32 42 2 Westland (R) 18 15 47 39 
6 Colmer (D) 29 5 76 13] 14 Rooney (0D) 4 33 11 87] 16 Mumma (2) 28 7 74 19 | WEST VIRGINIA 
3 Smith (D) i2 25 32 66] 18 Santangelo (D) 4 29 11 76] 22 Saylor (R) 12 22 32 58] 3 Bailey (0) 8 27 21 71 
2 Whitten (D) 21 15 55 39] 20 Teller (D) 3 26 8 68] 18 Simpson (R) 24 8 63 21 6 Byrd (D) 10 24 26 63 
4 Williams (D) 25 8 66 21] 21 Zelenko (0) 3 25 8 66| 19 Stauffer (R) 22 15 58 39 5 Kee (01) 42 11 7% 
5 Winstead (0) 28 8 74 21 5 Bosch (R) 25 9 66 24) 20Van Zandt (R) 11 27 29 71 2 Staggers (D) 6 32 16 84 
MISSOURI 17 Coudert (R) 16 14 42 37| Philadelphia 1 Moore (R) 15 22 39 58 
5 Bolling (D) 4 31 11 82] 12 Dorn (R) 14 19 37 50 1 Barreti 0) 20H 579 4 Neal (R) 25 11 66 2 
7 Brown (D) 12 25 32 66] 25 Fino (R) 15 15 39 39 3 Byrne (0) 3 28 8 74| WISCONSIN 
9 Cannon (D) 21 16 55 42 4 Latham (R) 2 8 53 21 4 Chudoff (0) 3 3) 8 & 9 Johnson (02) 8 2 21 7% 
8 Carnahan (0) 2 27 5 71] 15 Ray (R) 26 12 68 32] 2Granachon (0) 4 33 11 87 5 Reuss (0) 4 34 11 8 
4 Christopher (D) 6 2 16 76| NORTH CAROLINA 5 Green (D) 47 11 71 4 Zoblocki (2) 5 2 13 % 
6 Hull (D) 16 22 42 58] 9Alexander (D) 22 13 58 34 6 Scott (R) 7 23 18 61 8 Byrnes (R) 29 9 76 24 
10 Jones (D) 23 15 61 39] 3 Barden (D) 17 5 45 13] RHODE ISLAND 7 Laird ) 24701 
1 Karsten (0D) 2% 5 95 1 Bonner (D) 19 18 50 47 2 Fogarty (D) 2 28 5 74 10 O' Konski (R) 14 23 37 61 
11 Moulder (D) 12 22 32 58] 4 Cooley (D) 10 21 26 55 1 Forand (D) 33 13 87 1 Smith (X) 33 4 87 11 
3 Sullivan (D) § 32 13 84] 6 Durham (D) 15 2 39 53] SOUTH CAROLINA 2 Tewes (R) 20 18 53 47 
2 Curtis (R) 26 2 68 5 2 Fountain (D) 16 22 42 58 4 Ashmore (0) 26 12 68 32 6 Van Pelt (R) 28 5 74 13 
MONTANA 8 Kitchin (0) 22 15 58 39 3 Dorn (0) 2 11 68 2 3 Withrow (R) 13 22 34 58 
2 Anderson (D) 3 16 8 42] 7 Lennon (D) 19 16 50 42] 5 Hemphill (D) 23 12 61 32) WYOMING 
1 Metcalf (0D) 4 34 11 8 AL Thomson (2) 30 8 79 21 
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66 ROLL-CALL VOTES MEASURING CONGRESSIONAL ECONOMY SENTIMENT 


Following is a list of the 66 Senate and House roll-call votes 
in 1957 that Congressional Quarterly used in measuring economy 
sentiment among Members of Congress. In selecting these votes, 
no attempt was made to judge whether the issue was one of ‘‘bad’’ 
or ‘‘good’’ economy, whether it was ‘‘real’’ or ‘‘false’’ economy. 
Neither was any attempt made to evaluate the votes according to 
the amounts involved, 


SENATE VOTES 


Listed below are the 28 roll-call votes cast in 1957 in the 
Senate that directly affected Federal spending. The votes are 
grouped according to the outcome -- victory or defeat for the 
economy move to limit Federal spending. Within each group, the 
roll calls are listed in chronological order by CQ roll call (PC) 
number. Page references are to the 1957 Weekly Report vote 
charts, which present the votes of each Member. 


Senate -- Economy Victories (7) 


RC 24, HR 6871, Fiscal 1958 Appropriations for Departments 
of State and Justice, the Judiciary and the U.S, Information Agency, 
Committee amendment to reduce USIA funds from $105 million to 
$89.1 million. Agreed to 61-15 (D 38-1; R 23-14), May 15, 1957. 
/ *tyea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 593. 





RC 29, HR 6659. Omnibus Housing Act of 1957, Gore (9 
Tenn.) amendment to increase to $350 million the capitalization 
of the regular secondary market operations of FNMA and to 
prohibit discounts on Government-insured mortgages. Rejected 
17-61 (D 17-20; R 0-41), May 28, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for 
economy; p. 680. 


RC 30, HR 6659, Bricker (R Ohio) amendments to reduce 
authorizations in housing bill by $1,255,900,000 and to limit urban 
renewal provisions in bill to two years, Agreed to 67-11 (D 28-9; 
R 39-2), May 28, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 680. 





RC _ 32, HR 6659. Morse (D Ore.) amendment to authorize 
200,000 additional low-cost housing units during each of fiscal 
years 1958 and 1959, Rejected 20-54 (D 17-22; R 3-32), May 29, 
1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 681. 


RC 34, HR 6659, Bennett (R Utah) amendment to retain Fed- 
eral contribution to slum clearance and urban renewal projects 
at two-thirds, rather than three-fourths, of cost of project. 
Agreed to 38-32 (D 10-27; R 28-5), May 29, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was 
a vote for economy; p. 681. 


RC 38. HR 6500, Fiscal 1958 Appropriations for District of 
Columbia. Morse (D Ore.) amendment to provide a $23 million, 
rather than a $20.5 million, Federal payment to the District. 
Rejected 23-62 (D i7-30; R 6-32), Junell, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was 
a vote for economy; p, 728. 


RC 97, S 939, A bill to insure that railroads could continue 
to agree together to offer lower than published rates for transport- 
ing Government personnel and freight, which Defense Department 
estimated would save the Government $100 million in 1958. 
Kefauver (D Tenn.) motion todelay actiononthe conference report 
on the bill until Jan. 30, 1958. Rejected 19-62 (D 15-26; R 4-36), 
Aug. 22, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 1059. 





Senate -- Economy Defeats (21) 


RC_4, HR 4249, Deficiency Appropriation for Fiscal 1957. 
Hayden (D Ariz.) amendment providing $30 million for strategic 
minerals purchase program. Agreed to 64-17 (D 39-2; R 25-15), 
Feb, 18, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 220. 


RC 20. H J Res 310. Fiscal 1957 Deficiency Appropriation. 
Committee amendment increasing by $1 million the limit on funds 
for state and local administration of public assistance grants. 
Agreed to 75-0 (D 35-0; R 40-0), April 17, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a 
vote for economy; p. 482. 











RC 26, HR 7221, Third Fiscal 1957 Supplemental Appropria- 
tion, Hayden (D Ariz.) amendment to provide $30 million for 
acquisition of strategic minerals, Agreed to 61-17 (D 39-2, 
R 22-15), May 20, 1957, A‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 650, 


RC 35. HR 6659. Omnibus Housing Act of 1957. Passage of 
bill. Passed 69-1 (D 37-0; R 32-1), May 29, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was 
a vote for economy; p. 681. 


RC 41, HR 7441, Fiscal 1958 Agriculture Department Appro- 
priation, Mundt (R S.D.) amendment to eliminate a provision 
limiting the national average for conservation reserve payments 
to $7.50 an acre, Agreed to 40-38 (D 4-35; R 36-3), June 11, 
1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 729. 





RC 42, HR 7441, Russell (D Ga.) amendment to decrease 
from $350 million to $250 million the annual limit on conservation 
reserve expenditures, Rejected 26-52 (D 18-23; R 8-29), June 11, 
1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 729. 


RC _43, HR 7441, Lausche (D Ohio) amendment to bar use of 
funds for an acreage reserve program on 1958 crops and limit 
acreage reserve payments to $2,500 per producer. Pejected 
7-71 (D 5-37; R 2-34), June 11, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for 
economy; p. 729, 





RC 47. S 2130, Mutual Security Act of 1957, Long (D La.) 
amendment to eliminate authorization of $710 million for fiscal 
1959 defense support. Rejected 34-55 (D 20-26; R 14-29), June 
14, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 740. 


RC 48. S 2130. Long amendment to reduce by $90 million to 
$710 million defense support funds for fiscal 1958. Rejected 40- 
49 (D 25-21; R 15-28), June 14, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for 
economy; p. 740. 


RC 49, S 2130. Ellender (D La.) amendment to reduce by 
$500 million, to $1.3 billion, military assistance funds for fiscal 
1958, Rejected 26-61 (D 20-25; R 6-36), June 14, 1957. A ‘‘yea”’ 
was a vote for economy; p. 740. 


RC 50. S 2130. Long amendment to cut $100 million from 
military assistance funds for fiscal 1958. Rejected 33-52 (D 20-23; 
R 13-29), June 14, 1957, A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 740. 


RC 51, S 2130, Morse (D Ore.) amendment to delete Devel- 
opment Loan Fund provisions authorizing borrowing authority of 
$750 million in each of fiscal years 1959 and 1960 and to eliminate 
the revolving character of the Fund, Rejected 32-54 (D 21-24; 
R 11-30), June 14, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 741. 


RC 52. S 2130, Morse amendment to reduce by $150 million 
to $100 million, the Special Authority funds the President could 
use at his discretion, Rejected 22-61 (D 19-24; R 3-37), June 14, 
1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 741. 





RC 54. S 2130, Passage of bill. Passed 57-25 (D 26-17; 
R 31-8), June 14, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 741. 


RC 63, HR 7665, Fiscal 1958 Appropriations for Department 
of Defense. Douglas (D Ill.) amendment to reduce numerous items 
in the bill by a total of $1.058 billion and to provide $500 million 
to establish additional Army and Marine combat units, Rejected 
7-65 (D 7-27; R 0-38), July 2, 1957. A ‘‘yea’”’ was a vote for 
economy; p. 798. 

RC 64. HR 7665, Dworshak (R Idaho) amendment reducing 
total Defense funds by approximately $182 million. Rejected 
24-49 (D 11-24; R 13-25), July 2, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for 
economy; p. 798. 








RC 100. HR 9302, Fiscal 1958 Mutual Security Appropriation. 
Committee amendment to increase military assistance funds by 
$225 million. Accepted 59-28 (D 25-20; R 34-8), Aug. 27, 1957. 
A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 1059. 
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RC 101. HR 9302. Passage of bill. Passed 62-25 (D 30-15; 
R32-10), Aug. 27, 1957. A‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 1059. 


RC 102, HR 2474. Postal pay increase bill, authorizing an 
across-the-board raise of $546 a year for postal field employees. 
Passed 69-17 (D 43-3; R 26-14), Aug. 27, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a 
vote for economy; p. 1066. 





RC 103. HR 2462. Federal employees’ pay raise bill, pro- 
viding an 11 percent wage increase for Federal classified, ju- 
dicial and legislative employees. Passed 64-22 (D 40-5; R 24-17), 
Aug. 27, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 1066, 





RC 106. HR 9302, Fiscal 1958 Mutual Security Appropriation, 
conference report. Adopted 59-19 (D 30-12; R 29-7), Aug. 29, 
1957. A ‘‘nay’”’ was a vote for economy; p. 1067. 


HOUSE VOTES 


Listed below are the 38 roll-call votes cast in 1957 in the 
House that directly affected Federal spending. The votes are 
grouped according to the outcome -- victory or defeat for the 
move to limit Federal spending. Within each group, the roll calls 
are listed in chronological order by CQ roll call (RC) number. 
Page references are to the 1957 Weekly Report vote charts, which 
present the votes of each Member, 





House -- Economy Victories (15) 


RC_4, HR_ 4249, Fiscal 1957 Deficiency Appropriation. Lan- 
ham (D Ga.) amendment to carry out committee recommendation 
for a $2 million cut in funds for state and local administration of 
public assistance grants. Agreed to 205-168 (D 52-147; R 153- 
21), Feb. 5, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 194. 
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RC 13, HR 6287. Fiscal 1958 Appropriation for the Depart- 
ments of Labor and Health, Education and Welfare. Budge (R 
Idaho) amendment to cut an additional $30,000 from salaries and 
expenses of the Office of Secretary of Labor. Agreed to 286-126 
(D 113-104; R 173-22), April 4, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for 
economy; p. 446. 


RC 14, HR 6287. Budge amendment to cut an additional 
$204,000 from salaries and expenses of the Department of Labor 
Solicitor’s Office. Agreed to 241-171 (D 88-129; R 153-42), 
April 4, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 446. 


RC 15, HR 6287, Budge amendment to cut an additional 
$46,300 from salaries and expenses of Bureau of Labor Stand- 
ards. Agreed to 246-169 (D 107-112; R 139-57), April 4, 1957. 
A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 446. 


RC 17, HR 6287, Smith (D Va.) amendment to cut an ad- 
ditional $442,000 from salaries and expenses of Bureau of Em- 
ployment Security. Agreed to 214-205 (D 72-150; R 142-55), 
April 4, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 448. 


RC 18. HR 6287. Byrnes (R Wis.) amendment to cut an ad- 
ditional $12,186,000 from funds for grants to states for unem- 
ployment compensation and other programs. Agreed to 220-200 
(D 64-159; R 156-41), April 4, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for 
economy; p. 448. 


RC 19, HR 6287. Flynt (D Ga.) amendment to cut an additional 
$1,500,000 from funds for unemployment compensation for Federal 
employees. Agreed to 253-167 (D 90-133; R 163-34), April 4, 
1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 448. 

RC 20, HR 6287, Andersen (R Minn.) amendment to cut an 
additional $263,800 from salaries and expenses of the Mexican 
farm labor program, Agreed to 342-77 (D 156-67; R 186-10), 
April 4, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 448. 














In this study, Congressional Quarterly measures the per- 
formance of Members of Congress on 1957 roll-call votes that 
directly affected Federal Government spending. 

It should be clear that Congressional Quarterly does not 
presume to say what a Member’s score should be, or whether 
a Member’s score -- either high or low -- makes him a ‘‘better”’ 
Member. 





® VOTES INCLUDED -- This study is designed to include all 
votes on issues that directly affected Federal spending and no 
others, 

Included are the following kinds of votes on appropriation 
bills: 

Amendments to increase or decrease the amount of money 
appropriated. 

Motions to recommit, with instructions to change the sums 
appropriated, 

Amendments or motions to recommit that lay down condi- 
tions on the use of the money that will clearly and indisputably 
affect the extent of Federal spending. 

Passage of appropriations for programs without permanent 
authorization, like Mutual Security. 





A more difficult problem is the selection of roll calls on 
authorization bills. Generally, these bills grant authority for an 
activity, set the limits on its extent or duration or cost, but do 
not themselves provide the moneytocarryitout. That, usually, 
is done by later appropriations bills, but Congress is under no 
obligation to appropriate money for an authorized activity. 
Therefore, this study includes only votes on the minority of au- 
thorizations that are to some extent self-financing; i.e., whose 
execution is not entirely dependent on later appropriations from 
Congress. 

On this type of authorization only, votes are included on: 

Amendments to reduce or increase the scope of the author- 
ity for certain activities. 
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Motions to pass or recommit (kill) the authorization, or to 
recommit with instructions to increase or decrease the scope of 
the authorization, 

Motions or amendments to insert or delete specific limits on 
the authorization. 


@ VOTES EXCLUDED -- Votes to pass, recommit or amend 
ordinary authorizations whose execution must await later appro- 
priations. 

Passage votes on routine, annual appropriations bills. 

Motions to recommit appropriations bills without instruc- 
tions, 

Amendments whose effect on Federal spending is subject to 
substantial doubt and disagreement. 

Measures relating to Federal revenues, rather than to 
Federal expenditures. 

Motions and rules preliminary to consideration of Economy 
Support votes. 


@ FAILURES TO VOTE -- The tabulation of Economy Voting 
scores is based only on “‘yea’’ and ‘‘nay’’ votes, on the ground 
that only these votes affect the outcome of the roll call. 
Failures to vote lower both Economy Support and Economy 
Opposition scores. Most failures to vote are based on valid 
reasons, such as absence because of illness or official business. 
(For Absences, see p. 1199) 


@ WEIGHTING -- There is noeffort onthe part of CQ to weight 
the individual votes. All Economy Voting roll calls have equal 
statistical weight in this study, even though the amount of money 
involved inthe votes differs widely. No attempt is made to judge 
whether the vote was one of ‘‘bad’’ or ‘‘good’’ economy, whether 
it was ‘‘real’’ or ‘‘false’’ economy. On many of the votes, the 
exact amount of money at stake cannot be determined, and any 
system of differential weighting would make the analysis less 
objective and, by the same token, less useful. 
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RC 21, HR 6287, Murray (D Tenn.) amendment to cut an 
additional $346,000 from salaries and expenses of the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. Agreed to 217-202 (D 83-140; R 134-62), April 
4, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 448. 


RC 23. HR 6287, Hebert (D La.) amendment to cut $288,000 
from salaries and expenses of the Wage and Hour Division. 
Agreed to 214-205 (D 72-150; R 142-55), April 4, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ 
was a vote for economy; p. 450. . 


RC 31. HR 7441, Fiscal 1958 Appropriation for Department 
of Agriculture, Harrison (D Va.) amendment to bar use of funds 
for a soil bank acreage reserve programon1958 crops. Agreed to 
192-187 (D 154-46; R 38-141), May 15, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote 
for economy; p. 594. 


RC 38, HR 7665. Fiscal 1958 Appropriation for Defense De- 
partment, Canfield (R N.J.) motion to recommit the bill with in- 
structions to increase the total by $313 million. Rejected 151-242 
(D 11-203; R 140-39), May 29, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was avote for 
economy; p. 678. 


RC 43, HR 7221, Third Fiscal 1957 Supplemental Appropria- 
tion. Boland (D Mass.) motion that the House concur in a Senate 
amendment that would provide $14 million for initiation of a Fed- 
eral flood insurance program, Rejected 186-218 (D 127-89; R 59- 


129), June 18, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was avote for economy; p. 738. 


RC 81. HR 9302. Fiscal 1958 Mutual Security Appropriation. 
Judd (R Minn.) motion to recommit the bill with instructions to 
restore $715 million cut from the President’s request. Rejected 
129-254 (D 43-171; R 86-83), Aug. 15, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote 
for economy; p. 992. 


RC 87. HR 9131, First Fiscal 1958 Supplemental Appropria- 
tion, conference report. LeCompte (R Iowa) motion toaccept 
$475,000 item for construction on the Columbia River, Vancouver, 
Wash., and the Rathbun Dam, Iowa. Rejected 141-216 (D 102-94; 
R 39-122), Aug. 21, 1957, A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 1012. 

















House -- Economy Defeats (23) 


RC 16, HR 6287, Fiscal 1958 Appropriation for Departments 
of Labor and Health, Education and Welfare. Budge (R Idaho) 
amendment to cut $136,000 from funds for the Bureau of Veterans’ 
Reemployment Rights. Rejected 137-275 (D 30-187; R 107-88), 
April 4, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 446. 


RC 22. HR 6287. Blitch (D Ga.) amendment to cut $31,000 
from funds for the Women’s Bureau. Rejected 206-210 (D 61-161; 
R 145-49), April 4, 1957, A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 450. 


RC 24, HR 6287. Jonas (R N.C.) amendment to cut $1,327,000 
from funds for the Food and Drug Administration. Rejected 130- 
285 (D 31-191; R 99-94), April 4, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for 
economy; p. 450. 


RC 25. HR 6287, Dorn (D S.C.) amendment to cut an additional 
$1,482,000 from funds for the Office of Education. Rejected 206-207 
(D 73-146; R 133-61), April 4, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for econ- 
omy; p. 450. 


RC 26. HR 6287. Fisher (D Texas) amendment to delete $50 
million for grants to states for sewage plant construction. Re- 
jected 185-231 (D 35-186; R 150-45), April 4,1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was 
a vote for economy; p. 450. 


RC 27. HR 6306. Amend 1946 law authorizing bridges across 
the Potomac River to provide an additional $10.5 million for con- 
struction of a drawspan bridge to replace the existing bridge be- 
tween Washington, D.C., and Virginia. Passed 190-131 (D 129-38; 
R 61-93), April 8, 1957. A‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 452. 

RC 29. H Res 191. Increase from $100,000 to $350,000 funds 
for Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee study of Federal 
regulatory agencies. Adopted 225-143 (D 185-4; R 40-139), April 
11, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 80. 














RC 30, HR 6871, Fiscal 1958 Appropriation for State and 
Justice Departments, the Judiciary and U.S, Information Agency. 
Gross (R Iowa) amendment tocut an additional $7,039,958 from the 
funds provided for U.S, contributions to international organizations, 


COPYRIGHT 1957 CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY INC 


PAGE 1206 -- Week ending Oct. 25, 1957 teposicrion prohibited in whole or in port except by ed 





Rejected 167-205 (D 67-128; R 100-77), April 17, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ 
was a vote for economy; p. 480. 


RC 32, HR_7559, Fiscal 1958 Legislative Appropriation, 
Gross (R Iowa) motion to recommit the bill with instructions to 
delete $7.5 million for continued work on a third House Office 
Building, Rejected 176-206 (D 29-172; R 147-34), May 22, 1957, 
A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote for economy; p. 648. 





RC 44, HR 6974, Extend for one year the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 under which agricultural 
surpluses are sold and barteredtoforeigncountries, Passed 345- 
7 (D 182-1; R 163-6), June 21, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for 
economy; p. 790. 


RC 52, HR 72, Amend the World War Veterans Act of 1924to 
limit the number of relatives who could claim accumulated Goy- 
ernment benefits of a legally incompetent veteran, Rogers (R 
Mass.) motion to recommit the bill, Agreed to 191-161 (D 121-67; 
R 70-94), July 12, 1957, A‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p, 856, 





RC 55, HR_2474, Postal pay increase bill authorizing an 
across-the-board pay raise of $546 for postal field employees, 
Passed 379-38 (D 217-9; R 162-29), July 23, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was 
a vote for economy; p. 908. 


RC 66, HR 9131, First Fiscal 1958 Supplemental Appropria- 
tion. Taber (R N.Y.) motionto recommit the bill with instructions 
to reduce the funds for the Tennessee Valley Authority by $9,784, - 
000. Rejected 158-244 (D 2-219; R 156-25), Aug. 7,1957, A ‘‘yea’’ 
was a vote for economy; p. 970. 








RC 75, HR 2462, Federal employees’ pay raise, providing an 
11 percent wage increase for Federal classified, judicial and leg- 
islative employees. Rees (R Kan.) motion to recommit the bill, 
Rejected 70-319 (D 20-194; R 50-125), Aug. 9,1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was 
a vote for economy; p. 990. 


RC 76, HR 2462, Federal employees’ pay raise. Passed 329- 
58 (D 201-12; R 128-46), Aug. 9, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for 
economy; p. 990, 


RC 79. S 2130. Mutual Security Act of 1957. Adoption of con- 
ference report. Adopted 226-163 (D 126-89; R 100-74), Aug. 14, 
1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 990. 


RC 82, HR 9302, Fiscal 1958 Mutual Security Appropriation. 
Passed 252-130 (D 144-70; R 108-60), Aug. 15, 1957. A ‘‘nay”’ 
was a vote for economy; p. 992, 


RC 86. HR 9131, First Fiscal 1958 Supplemental Appropria- 
tion, conference report. Taber (R N.Y.) motion to eliminate a 
$12.5 million item for construction and development at Burke, Va., 
of an additional airport for the Washington, D.C., area, Rejected 
125-233 (D 33-165; R 92-68), Aug. 21, 1957. A ‘‘yea’’ was a vote 
for economy; p. 1012. 


RC 88. HR 9379, Fiscal 1958 Atomic Energy Commission 
Appropriation. Cole (R N.Y.) amendment to provide $30 million 
for the third round of the industry cooperative program. Accepted 
214-135 (D 66-131; R148-4), Aug. 21, 1957, A ‘‘nay” was a vote 
for economy; p. 1012. 


RC 89. H Con Res 17, Authorize the printing, at anestimated 
cost of $90,000-$95,000, of 500,000 additional copies of ‘‘The Capi- 
tol,’’ an illustrated booklet Congressmen distribute to their con- 
stituents. Adopted 183-129 (D 161-16; R 22-113), Aug. 22, 1957. 
A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 1060. 


RC 90, HR 9131, First Fiscal 1958 Supplemental Appropria- 
tion, conference report. LeCompte (R Iowa) motion to accept 
$475,000 item for construction on the Columbia River, Vancouver, 
Wash,, and the Rathbun Dam, Iowa, Agreedto 166-121 (D 147-23; 
R 19-98), Aug. 23, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 1060. 

RC 91, HR 9131, Rooney (D N.Y.) motion to accept $425,000 
item for construction on the Columbia River, Vancouver, Wash., 
(eliminating Rathbun Dam, Iowa), Agreed to 165-120 (D 156-14; 
R 9-106), Aug. 23, 1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy; p. 1060. 




















RC 100, HR 9302, Fiscal 1958 Mutual Security Appropriation, 
conference report. Adopted 194-122 (D 107-70; R 87-52), Aug. 30, 
1957. A ‘‘nay’’ was a vote for economy, p. 1078. 
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DOES ATOMIC ENERGY ACT STIFLE COOPERATION? 


Soviet advances inthe missile field, as evidenced Oct. 
4 by the successful launching of an earth satellite, have 
revived talk of the need for greater cooperation between 
the United States and its allies in scientific and military 
matters. This subject reportedly prompted Britain’s 
Prime Minister Harold Macmillan to plan his Oct, 23-25 
visit to Washington. Meanwhile, Administration sources 
disclosed that President Eisenhower intended to propose 
a broad plan of increased cooperation among members of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and to seek the 
necessary legislative authorization from Congress. 


Legislative Restrictions 


It has long been said the principal barrier to in- 
creased cooperation with Britain and other allies is the re- 
striction placed on exchange of information by the Atomic 
Energy Act, as written in 1946, amended in 1951 and largely 
rewritten in 1954. (1954 Almanac, p. 534) Secretary of 
State John Foster Dulles called attention to these ‘‘legal 
restrictions’’ at his Oct. 16 press conference and added: 
“T think it would useful to give a fresh look at that law at 
this time because I think it may have become obsolete.’’ 

The key statutory provision governing the exchange of 
atomic military information is section 144 (b) of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954: 

‘‘The President may authorize the Department of De- 
fense, with the assistance of the (Atomic Energy) Com- 
mission, to cooperate with another nation or with a 
regional defense organization to which the United States 
is a party, and to communicate to that nation or organi- 
zation such Restricted Data as is necessary to -- 

“*(1) the development of defense plans; 

(2) the training of personnel in the employment of 
and defense against atomic weapons; and 

(3) the evaluation of the capabilities of potential 
enemies in the employment of atomic weapons, while such 
other nation or organization is participating with the 
United States pursuant to aninternational arrangement by 
substantial and material contributions to the mutual de- 
fense and security; Provided, however, That no such co- 
operation shall involve communication of Restricted Data 
relating to the design or fabrication of atomic weapons 
except with regard to external characteristics, including 
size, weight, and shape, yields and effects, and systems 
employed in the delivery or use thereof but not including 
any data in these categories unless in the joint judgment 
of the Commission and the Department of Defense such 
data will not reveal important information concerning 
the design or fabrication of the nuclear components of an 
atomic weapon: And provided further, That the cooperation 
is undertaken pursuant to an agreement entered intoin ac- 
cordance’’ with a series of steps outlined in section 123. 

The foregoing language was approved, without amend- 
ment, as reported by the Joint Atomic Energy Committee, 
Objections were voiced, however, by twoCommittee mem- 
bers -- Reps. Chet Holifield (D Calif.) and Melvin Price (D 
Ill.). In a statement of separate views, attached to the 
report, they said: 
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What Churchill Said 


On Aug. 6, 1945, Winston Churchill described 
joint British-American efforts onthe atomic bomb as 
follows: ‘‘The smoothness with which the arrange- 
ments for cooperation which were made in 1943 have 
been carried into effect is a happy augury for our 
future relations and reflects great credit...on the gen- 
erous spirit with which the whole United States or- 
ganization welcomed our men and made it possible for 
them to make their contribution.... ByGod’s mercy, 
British and American science outpaced all German 
efforts.’’ 











‘‘These restrictions ultimately may work to our own 
disadvantage. They hark back to the time when we had or 
thought we had a monopoly in this field. While it is not 
suggested that there should be a free exchange of restrict- 
ed data, we fear that any blanket refusal to exchange re- 
stricted data under any and all circumstances in the 
future might debar us from cooperation in paiticular 
projects where we might have much more to gain than to 
lose. Great Britain, for example, might come up with 
some discovery comparable in this field to the jet engine 
in aviation and might be debarred from working with us on 
it because of our own shortsighted and nonreciprocal 
policies,’’ 

While other Members of Congress may have agreed 
with Holifield and Price, it was clear that alarge major- 
ity shared the view expressed by Rep. Sterling Cole (R 
N.Y.), then Chairman ofthe Joint Atomic Energy Commit- 
tee, who told the House July 23, 1954: 

‘‘There are some who argue that we have set up so 
many limitations, that we have so circumscribed this 
matter, that it is going to be difficult for the goal to be 
accomplished. With that argument I aminclined to agree. 
However, it is my own personal feeling that if we are 
going to make a mistake, it is betterto err on the side of 
caution and discretion, rather than to make a mistake by 
being unduly generous. Once information is distributed 
and disseminated abroad, we cannot take it back again. 
We had better proceed cautiously and slowly.”’ 


Practical Limitations 


There is, nevertheless, some question as to the prac- 
tical limitations imposed by the 1954 Act. The United 
States may not transfer ownership of nuclear weapons to 
other countries, but weapons have been stockpiled abroad, 
under U.S. control. As for the exchange of information, 
only data onthe design and manufacture of atomic weapons 
is barred, Full cooperation with the Britishor other allies 
in the all-important missile field is apparently permissi- 
ble, since the 1954 law exempts fromits restrictions data 
relating to ‘‘systems employed in the delivery or use’’ of 
nuclear weapons. 
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Committee Roundup 
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ADMINISTERED PRICES 


COMMITTEE -- Senate Judiciary, Antitrust and 
Monopoly Subcommittee. 

RESUMED HEARINGS -- On ‘‘administered’’ prices 
and recent steel price increases. (Weekly Report, p. 1025) 

TESTIMONY -- Oct, 21 -- Chairman Estes Kefauver 
(D Tenn.) said the Subcommittee wanted to find out why 
the Bethlehem Steel Corp., the Nation’s second largest 
steel producer, always followed the price lead of the 
United States Steel Corp., the largest producer. 

A.B. Homer, Bethlehem president, said the $5.20 a 
ton price increase put into effect by his company in July 
fell short of meeting increased costs from wage boosts 
and other factors. He said an $8 increase would have 
been warranted, but ‘‘we are faced with the competition 
of the rest of the industry.”’ 

Kefauver said that Bethlehem had an ‘‘inside’’ board 
of directors, made up of company officers and executives. 
He said he was curious about the salaries and bonuses 
board members fixed for themselves as employees. He 
cited a report that 11 of the 18 highest paid men in U.S. 
industry in 1956 worked for Bethlehem. 

Oct. 22 -- Homer said ‘‘the competitive situation’’ 
dictated prices. He said his firm would have liked to 
make a bigger increase in July, but could not do so and 
continue to get business. 


CONSENT DECREES 


COMMITTEE -- House Judiciary, Antitrust Sub- 
committee. 

BEGAN HEARINGS -- On theGovernment’s enforce- 
ment of consent decrees in antitrust cases. (Weekly 
Report, p. 1197) 

TESTIMONY -- Oct. 21 -- Assistant Attorney Gen- 
eral Victor R. Hansen, chief of the Justice Department’s 
Antitrust Division, said the Department had undertakena 
full-scale antitrust investigation of major oil company 
ownership of United States pipelines. The purpose of 
the investigation, he said, was to determine whether 
major oil companies were unlawfully denying small and 
independent producers pipeline access to oil markets. 

Oct, 22 -- Subcommittee Counsel Kenneth Harkins 
said Department files dating back to 1943 ‘‘contained 
evidence of violation’’ of a 1941 consent decree ordering 
a halt to unfair competitive practices by 36 oil com- 
panies and 53 affiliated pipeline companies. The decree 
ordered the pipeline companies not to make unlawful 
rebates in the guise of dividends to oil companies having 
a financial interest in the pipelines. Hansen said the 
Subcommittee was ‘‘prejudicing’’ the Government’s pend- 
ing legal action against four pipeline companies owned by 
major oil firms, The Government Oct. 11 charged the 
companies had violated the 1941 decree. 

_ Oct, 23 -- Chairman Owen Clarke of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission said oil pipeline companies were 
allowed a more favorable rate base than railroads, 
natural gas pipelines and other carriers. He said the 
Commission regarded oil pipelines as being in a more 
hazardous economic position than other carriers and 
hence ‘‘should receive different treatment.’’ 


LABOR-MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 


COMMITTEE -- Senate Select Committee on Im- 
proper Activities in the Labor and Management Fields, 

RESUMED HEARINGS -- On labor-management cor- 
ruption. (Weekly Report, p. 1181) 

TESTIMONY -- Oct, 22 -- Gary Long a former 
employee of Morton Packing Co., Webster City, Iowa, 
said he helped fight a 1955 attempt of the United Packing- 
house Workers of America (AFL-CIO) to organize Morton 
employees. He said an agent of Nathan W, Shefferman, 
Chicago management consultant, was “‘hired by (Morton) 
management to come inthe plant and break up this partic- 
ular union.’’ Long said that at the request of plant 
manager Keith Binns he had helped form an anti-union 
employee committee known as ‘‘We, the MortonWorkers.’’ 
Eventually, he said, a collective bargaining election was 
held, and the Packinghouse Workers lost. The following 
year, Il ong said, after the Morton plant had been sold to 
the Continental Banking Co., the company signed a ‘‘very 
poor’’ contract with the Bakery and Confectionery 
Workers Union. He said the contract was negotiated by 
a Shefferman agent and that no election was held. 

Pierre Salinger, a Committee investigator, said 
Morton paid Shefferman’s firm $12,590 to help defeat the 
Packinghouse Workers and $8,306 to establish the Bakery 
Workers in the plant. 

Eugene Peterson, Packinghouse organizer in the Iowa 
plant, estimated the Morton Co. saved nearly $200,000 a 
year by negotiating with the Bakers Union. He said the 
company signed the contract willingly, although ‘‘I have 
never had as much opposition in organizing a plant as 
I had in the Webster City plant.’’ He said management 
opposition was the ‘‘probable cause’’ his union lost the 
election. 

Oct. 23 -- George Faunce Jr., Continental vice 
president, said the Bakery Workers contract was not 
‘‘substandard,’’ that Continental ‘‘had nothing to do in 
any respect’’ with the Morton plant’s operations at the 
time of the organizing drive by the Packinghouse 
Workers. Merle C, Smith, southern regional director 
of the Bakery Workers, said the contract was ‘‘bad in 
many ways.’’ 

A Whirlpool Corp. official said Shefferman’s agents 
were fired from all corporation plants after disagree- 
ments at the Marion, Ohio, plant. Glenn Evans, former 
general manager of the Marion plant, said the action 
grew out of what he considered improper expense accounts 
submitted by Dr. Louis Checov, a Shefferman labor 
relations expert. 

Theodore Hufert, director of industrial relations at 
Marion, said more than $28,000 was paid to Sheffer man’s 
firm, Labor Relations Associates Inc., for conducting 
‘‘human equation tests’’ among employees and for other 
services -- not to keep out a union. He said he did not 
know Checov had organized anti-union committees of 
workers. 

Chairman John L. McClellan (D Ark.) said Checov 
had told investigators his chief task at Whirlpool was to 
spot pro-unionists, that the tests were designed to dis- 
guise this reason for discharges, 


PAGE 1208 -- Week ending Oct. 25, 1957  sepodvcron prohibited in shole ot in prt excep! by editorial client 


























Political Notes 
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DEMOCRATIC COUNCIL STANDS 


The Democratic Advisory Council, meeting at Wash- 
ington, Oct, 19-21 issued statements of party position on 
foreign policy and defense, economic policy and civil 
rights. Excerpts: 

@ FOREIGN POLICY-DEFENSE -- ‘‘The Administra- 
tion’s present policy, if continued, will, by 1960, take the 
United States far toward political isolation, continue to 
weaken our military position relative to the Russians, 
and leave those nations of the still free world which are 
capable of industrial development looking to Moscow for 
capital and technical assistance.... The overwhelming 
need of the United States at this time is to restore the 
vitality...of the alliance of free nations, The Administra- 
tion has brought to a low point the confidence of our allies 
in the integrity and responsibility of its conduct.... 

‘*Recent events have added urgency to the necessity 
for a basic change in national defense policy.... The Ad- 
ministration has made the fundamental error of placing 
fiscal objectives and domestic political considerations 
ahead of the Nation’s security. It has tailored our defense 
establishment to meet preconceived budget goals rather 
than to provide the strength needed to preserve our nation- 
al existence. The unilateral disarmament at the expense 
of our national security has been undertaken inthe face of 
Russia’s rapid progress in science and technology.... 

‘‘The Administration has given the impression that its 
interest in foreign nations lay only in gaining military al- 
lies and forward bases.... This isnot Democratic policy.... 
The Administration’s assumptions that our economy will 
not sustain greater defense and foreign development ex- 
penditures than it recommends is grossly in error....’’ 

@ ECONOMIC POLICY -- ‘‘This is the worst peacetime 
inflation in our history.... The Administration has had 
only one policy -- the characteristically negative one of 
raising interest and tightening the money supply.... It has 
failed for 19 months.,.. But while in these months the 
policy failed to check the rise of living costs, it had dam- 
aging results elsewhere in the economy. It favored large 
corporations as against small firms, It increased the 
cost of carrying the public debt, and ithas created heavy 
problems for state and local governments. Most serious 
of all it has now slowed down investment and economic 
growth and is cutting down severely on employment.... 
The first need now is to resume growth -- to get produc- 
tion rising again.... The tight money policy must now 
be revised. There must be an increased supply of funds at 
reasonable rates for productive investment, home and 
school construction.... If living costs continue to rise... 
firms with large powers to increase their prices must be 
told, in terms that admit of no uncertainty, that sound 
policy requires price stability. Collective bargaining 
must proceed within the framework of present prices.”’ 

® CIVIL RIGHTS -- ‘‘The failure of President Eisen- 
hower to take an early and firm position for observance 

of the provisions of the Constitution and laws of the United 
States has been substantially responsible for the trouble at 
Little Rock. It is for this and other reasons that we urge 
him to provide, without further delay, the instruments con- 
tained in the Civil Rights Act.’’ (Weekly Report, p. 1114) 
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SIMPSON VIEWS TAXES, COATTAILS 


Chairman Richard M, Simpson (R Pa.) of the Repub- 
lican Congressional Campaign Committee Oct. 17 took 
issue with party leaders who had discounted possibilities 
of a tax cut in 1958. (Weekly Report, p. 1189) Congress 
‘‘can and must cut taxes despite additional spending that 
will apparently be necessary in the Defense Department,”’ 
he said, ‘‘It has beendemonstrated that a tax cut starts a 
flow of capital into areas where jobs are created and pri- 
vate enterprise flourishes. This...will be the case again 
when Congress reduces the present tax burden, as it must 
do,’’ 

Simpson Oct. 19 advised Republican candidates for 
Congress to run on localissues, not the President’s coat- 
tails. He said: 


‘*A Republican candidate for Congress in 1958 will not 
be breaking with President Eisenhower or anyone elsein 
the Administration if he confines his campaign to local 
issues and endorses only those policies of the President 
which meet the demands of the candidate’s constituents. 

‘Nobody is going to reject a leadership that has 
brought the country peace and prosperity. On the other 
hand, not everything undertaken in Washington has met 
with general voter approval. This is to be expected and 
it is up to the candidates for Congress within the ranks of 
the Republican party to make known their dissents and to 
work to change or eliminate undesirable policies when 
elected.’’ 


THIRD PARTY POSSIBILITY 


Sen. Strom Thurmond (D S.C,), 1948 States Rights 
candidate for President, Oct. 17 urged Southerners to 
hold open the possibility of a third party movement in 
1960 as the only way to gain ‘‘consideration for our 
views.’’ Thurmond said South Carolina Democratic of- 
ficials should call on the Democratic National Committee 
to ‘‘dismiss’’ Chairman Paul M, Butler, who ‘‘has made it 
absolutely clear he is not interested in the views of the 
South,’’ ; 

In 1960, Thurmond said, South Carolina delegates to 
the national convention should be persons ‘‘who will 
stoutly support the principles’’ of the state party. ‘‘Fail- 
ing to secure proper recognition from the national party, 
South Carolina Democrats will have tochoose acourse to 
meet the situation in 1960. The South Carolina Demo- 
cratic party should not hesitate to pursue whatever course 
is seen to be in the best interests of the people of our 
state,”’ 

The independent Chattanooga, Tenn., News-Free 
Press, which has supported Republican Presidential 
candidates since 1936, Oct. 21 editorially urged forma- 
tion of a third party. 

An aide to Tennessee Gov. Frank G. Clement (D) 
Oct. 18 wrote Congressional Quarterly that Clement 
“is a strong believer in the two party system and he 
would personally oppose a third party movement in the 
South,”’ 





Political Notes - 2 


WISCONSIN ELECTION SPENDING 


Reports filed with the Secretary of the Senate on 
the Aug. 27 Wisconsin special Senate election showed: 


Sen. William Proxmire (D) -- Personal receipts, 
$6,097.50; expenditures, $4,868. Out-of-state contribu- 
tions, $2,488. Contributions over $500: Dr. T.S, Prox- 
mire, Lake Forest, I11., $2,000. 

Walter J. Kohler (R) -- Personal receipts, $50; 
expenditures, $276.76. No out-of-state contributions. 

(For reports filed with state, see Weekly Report, 
p. 1086) 


REPUBLICANS -- SOUTH 


Republican National Chairman Meade Alcorn Oct, 16 
said ‘‘you can’t avoid’’ making a political issue of the 
Little Rock, Ark., school integration problem. Alcorn 
said ‘‘there are bound to be political consequences flowing 
from what (Arkansas Gov. Orval E.) Faubus (D) has done 
in Little Rock.’’ He said it was ‘‘self-evident’’ the Presi- 
dent’s use of troops had hurt the GOP in the South, but said 
the party ‘‘is not damaged nearly sobadlyin the South as 
some people represent it to be.’’ He said the GOP would 
— its ‘‘Operation Dixie’’ campaign. (Weekly Report, 
p. 1169) 








In a major address at San Francisco, Vice Presi- 
dent Richard M. Nixon Oct. 15 appraised the military 
and political consequences of the Soviet satellite launch- 
ing, discussed the Russian economic offensive and laid 
down a nine-point program to stimulate American in- 
vestment abroad, Excerpts from the speech: 

‘*Militarily the Soviet Union is not one bit stronger 
today than it was before the satellite was launched. 
The free world remains stronger militarily than the 
Communist world.... The...significance of this event 
is that the Soviet Union demonstrated again...that they 
had developed the capacity to fire a missile a great 
number of miles.... We could make nogreater mistake 
than to brush off this event as a scientific stunt of more 
significance to the man in the moon than to men on 
earth. We have had a grim and timely reminder.,.that 
the Soviet Union has developed a scientific and indus- 
trial capacity of great magnitude..., Let us resolve once 
and for all that the absolute necessity of maintaining 
our superiority in military strength must always take 
priority over the understandable desire to reduce our 
taxes.... 

‘‘No more dramatic incident could have occurred 
to remind both the Communist and the free world of 
the increasingly terrifying aspects of modern warfare. 
As that realization increases, the likelihood that any 
nation will risk national suicide by launching aggres- 
sive war is reduced.... But if the fearful nature of 
modern weapons is a deterrent.,.to all-out atomic war, 
it is...a stimulant to the cold war.... We must be pre- 
pared for an all-out Communist economic offensive to 
win the allegiance of hundreds of millions of people 
in the uncommitted world, as well as even some of 
those in the free world.... 

‘‘I am confident that we can meet and defeat this 
challenge provided we base our policies on the funda- 
mental principle...that the most productive source of 
economic progress is private rather than Government 
enterprise.... I saythis fully recognizing that there has 
been and is animportant place for Government action.... 
But Government capital is in a sense crisis capital. It 
will have a vital role to play as long as the world crisis 
is with us. Wherever it has an opportunity to strengthen 
free economies against the shoddy temptations of Com- 
munist trade or the menace of Communist subversion, 
I believe we should use this weapon of Government 
finance as boldly as Congress will permit. However, 
we must recognize that Government aid cannot possibly 


NIXON APPRAISES SATELLITE, 


OVERSEAS AID PROGRAM 


meet the problem with which we are confronted..,. 
We need a spectacular increase of investment by 
American and other businessmen directed especially 


to the developing nations of the world.... Last year 
American new investment abroad totalled almost $4 
billion.... It is not unreasonable to set as our goal 


doubling or tripling American investment abroad inthe 
next 10 years.... 

‘*Let us now see what the Government of the United 
States can and should do to encourage private invest- 
ment abroad.... 

e@ ‘‘1. The economic sections of our embassies 
abroad should be upgraded and strengthened both in 
quantity and quality. 

@ ‘‘2, When...feasible, the Congress should pass a 
tax reform which the President has twice urged. He 
would extend to investors in other parts of the world 
the 14-point income tax credit for which Western 
Hemisphere trade corporations are already eligible. 

@ ‘‘3. The Congress should also consider the feasi- 
bility of passing a tax reform.,.that would defer U.S. 
taxes on income and profits earned entirely abroad un- 
til they are actually paid individends tothe stockholder 
or the parent company.... 

@ ‘‘4, We should channel more of our Governmental 
financial operations abroad through private investors 
and enterprisers, U.S, and foreign. Specifically, Con- 
gress could require (instead of permitting as at pres- 
ent) that at least 25 percent of the foreign currencies 
we now acquire under our agricultural aid program be 
made available for loans to U.S. business in those 
countries. 

e@ ‘5. The new $300 million developmental fund 
should be set up in such a way that...its primary pur- 
pose is to channel funds into private enterprises which 
cannot satisfy the borrowing requirements of the 
Export-Import Bank, 

@ ‘‘6. We should initiate through international or- 
ganizations such as the World Bank studies which could 
examine the feasibility of setting up a privately op- 
erated international investment guarantee fund.... 

@ ‘‘7, ...the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act 
should be extended for at least five years.... 

@ ‘‘8, ...we should complete our membership in the 
Organization for Trade Cooperation.... 

e@ ‘‘9, We should pass legislation, long since rec- 
ommended by the President, to simplify...methods of 
valuation in our customs procedures,’’ 
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BROWNELL RESIGNS FROM CABINET 


Herbert Brownell Jr. Oct. 23 resigned as Attorney 
General to return to private law practice. Brownell, 53, 
will be succeeded by Deputy Attorney General William P. 
Rogers, 47, a confidante of Vice President Richard M, 
Nixon. 

Attorney General since the start of President Eisen- 
hower’s Administration, Brownell was one of the Presi- 
dent’s top political advisers as well as his chief legal aid. 
He managed the Presidential campaign of 1952, previously 
managed unsuccessful campaigns for Thomas E, Deweyin 
1944 and 1948, 

Brownell said he would have resigned earlier, but 
the school integration problem in Little Rock forced him 
to postpone his plans, The Government’s legal position in 
Little Rock now has been defined clearly, Brownell, said, 
permitting him to resign. 


MISSILE, SATELLITE PROGRAMS 


Secretary of Defense Neil H. McElroy Oct. 18 took 
personal command of the Nation’s ballistic missile pro- 
grams. He ordered the military departments to give 
him weekly progress reports and said he would take quick 
action if bottlenecks appeared. (Weekly Report, p. 1188) 

Sen. A.S., Mike Monroney (D Okla.) Oct. 20 urged 
President Eisenhower to cancel an Aug. 17 order by 
former Defense Secretary Charles E, Wilson slashing 
military research and development spending by at least 
$170 million. The directive was not made public until 
Oct. 19, 

Congress allotted $5 billion for fiscal 1958 research. 
The total included $1.7 billion for basic research and 
development and $3.3 billion for production and procure- 
ment, The order directed the military services to make 
cutbacks equal to 10 percent of each service’s portion of 
the $1.7 billion, But it said the cuts were to come out of 
the $3.3 billion procurement fund. Research testing 
previously financed under the procurement fund would then 
be financed by the basic research appropriation. 


LITTLE ROCK STALEMATE 


The Army Oct. 21 began deactivation of 8,500 of the 
10,300 Arkansas National Guardsmen on Federal duty 
since Sept. 24 in the Little Rock school integration dead- 
lock, but the controversy remained unsolved. The remain- 
ing Guardsmen, together with 500 Army paratroopers, 
still were on duty in the area, and nine Negro students 
continued to attend Central High School under armed 
escort, A Federal lawsuit to halt use of U.S. troops in 
Little Rock was dismissed Oct. 17 by U.S. District Judge 
Ronald N, Davies. Davies said there was ‘‘no substantial 
constitutional issue’’ presented in the suit, filed by Mrs. 
Margaret Jackson, vice president of the Segregationist 
League of Central High Mothers. (Weekly Report, p. 1188) 

In Washington, Rep. Brooks Hays (D Ark.) Oct, 21 
said the situation ‘‘is being rapidly stabilized,’’ but said he 
was ‘‘not sure’’ Little Rock authorities could take over 
successful policing of integration. 








Capitol Briefs a 
RIGHT-TO-WORK LAW 


Sens. John L, McClellan (D Ark.) and Irving M, Ives 
(R N.Y.) Oct. 18 said they thought efforts would be made 
to push a right-to-work bill through Congress in 1958, 
Ives said he was ‘‘no longer confident that we can head off 
a right-to-work provision.’’ McClellan said he also 
expected introduction of legislation to place organized 
labor under the Sherman Antitrust Act, He said he could 
not predict the attitude of Congress toward such a pro- 
posal. McClellan and Ives are Chairman and ranking 
minority member, respectively, of the Senate Select 
Committee on Improper Activities in the Labor or 
Management Fields, 


LARSON REASSIGNED 


The White House Oct. 16 announced that Arthur 
larson, director of the United States Information Agency, 
would be given a recess appointment as special assistant 
to President Eisenhower with special responsibility for 
countering ‘‘Soviet propaganda efforts,’’ The White House 
announced that George V. Allen, a career diplomat cur- 
rently Ambassador to Greece, would succeed Larson as 
director of USIA, 


FARM POPULATION 


The Census Bureau Oct. 19 reported an estimated 
drop of 1,861,000 in the United States’ farm population 
between April, 1956, and April, 1957. The Bureau called 
the change ‘‘one of the largest ever recorded,’’ but 
warned that the estimate was made by sampling and 
subject to some variations. The report showed that only 
12 percent of the population lived on farms in April, 
1957, compared with 16.6 percent in 1950. (Weekly 
Report, p. 1083) 


LEASE-PURCHASE PROGRAM 


The General Services Administration Oct. 18 re- 
sumed the suspended lease-purchase program for con- 
struction of Government buildings. It announced it would 
proceed with construction of 10 of the 98 projects 
authorized before expiration of the Lease-Purchase Act 
July 22. It also said another 30 projects would be 
prepared for bidding by Jan. 1, 1958. 

The program, under which private funds finance 
construction and the Government pays for it over a 10-25- 
year period, was authorized in 1954. In February, 1957, 
it was suspended as part of the Government’s anti- 
inflation effort. The Senate July 3 passed a bill to extend 
the period for approving new projects through 1960, but 
the House Public Works Committee amended the bill to 
repeal the program, The measure did not reach the House 
floor in 1957. (Weekly Report, p. 874) 
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SHOULD REA INTEREST CHARGES BE RAISED? 


Interest rates and the lending procedures on rural 
electrification loans will come under review in the next 
session of Congress. 

The Senate Banking and Currency Committee chaired 
by Sen. J. William Fulbright (D Ark.) has announced that 
hearings will be held early in 1958 on S 2427, sponsored 
by Homer E, Capehart (R Ind.), to make the interest rates 
on Federal loan programs equal to interest rates the 
Federal Government must pay on its outstanding obliga- 
tions. S 2427 also would require the interest rates to 
reflect the cost of administrative expenses and probable 
losses under the Federal loan programs. It would not 
affect interest rates on outstanding loans. Fulbright al- 
ready has received requests from a large number of 
rural cooperatives to testify against the bill. If enacted 
it would double the current 2 percent interest rate on loans 
approved by the Rural Electrification Administration. A 
companion bill (HR 8714), sponsored by Edgar W. Hiestand 
(R Calif.), is before the House Ways and Means Committee. 

Senate and House Agriculture Committees are await- 
ing reports from the Department of Agriculture on three 
bills to boost the interest rate solelyonREA loans. They 
are S 2284 by Norris Cotton (R N.H.) and Styles Bridges 
(R N.H.), HR 4781 by Hiestand and HR 7795 by Frank J. 
Becker (R N.Y.). 

The Senate Government Operations Government Re- 
organization Subcommittee, headed by Hubert H. Hum- 
phrey (D Minn.), is studying a change in the lending pro- 
cedure concerning big loans processed by REA, Hum- 
phrey’s group also is studying draft legislation todivorce 
REA from the Agriculture Department. 


Administration Backs Higher Rates 


The Eisenhower Administration favors increasing the 
interest rate on a number of Government loan programs 
including the rural electrification lending operation, On 
April 18, the President asked Congress to ‘‘establish in- 
terest rates for Government loan programs that will in- 
duce private funds to participate in their financing and, 
at the least, require that such rates cover the borrowing 
costs of the Federal Government.”’ 

On June 3, Budget Director Percival F, Brundage 
sent House Speaker Sam Rayburn (D Texas) a proposed 
draft of a bill to carry out the President’s recommenda- 
tion. In urging Congressional approval of the proposal, 
Brundage said: ‘‘This legislation is necessary to modify 
the fixed statutory maximum interest rates on several 
lending programs established when interest costs were 
much lower than they are today.... The proposed bill... 
reflects both the current costs of each lending program 
and the objectives it serves.”’ 

Brundage laid heavy stress on the tax economy as- 
pects of the bill. He said it provides that ‘‘all of the costs 
involved’’ in lending programs ‘‘shall be paid bythe bor- 
rower who benefits from the loan.’’ He continued: ‘‘At 
present hidden subsidies exist inseveral programs, Re- 
moval or reduction of these subsidies will increase 
interest receipts of these programs and thus reduce their 


budget requirements, In addition, any increase in 
interest rates charged will encourage substitution of 
private financing and thus reduce Government expendi- 
tures. The most immediate effect on the budget will be 
from reduced disbursements on future loans. In later 
years, however, as more adequate interest is paid on a 
larger share of the outstanding loans, the major budget 
saving will accrue from this source,’’ 

Capehart introduced the Administration bill (S 2427) 
July 1 and Hiestand introduced his companion bill (HR 
8714) July 15. Capehart gave the Senate virtually the 
same arguments in favor of the bill that Brundage had, 

Hiestand, who estimated enactment of the bill would 
save taxpayers $150 million annually, singledout the REA 
loan program as the one most affected by his legislation 
because it has the lowest rate of any Government loan 
program. He told the House July15: ‘‘The most flagrant 
example...is the Rural Electrification Administration, 
which now pays to the Treasury only 2 percent for the 
money it borrows, while the Treasury has to pay 3-3/4 
percent to get the money to lendtoREA, In other words, 
despite the fact that 96 percent of all the farms in this 
country are now electrified, REA is getting ahidden sub- 
sidy of 1-3/4 percent by law, because the rate of interest 
paid by REA is fixed by law.... REA is investing its sur- 
plus lending funds directly in Government securities. It 
borrows the money at 2 percent, invests it at 3-3/4 per- 
cent, and on top ofthis hasits entire administrative costs 
paid by the taxpayers.”’ 


Support, Opposition 

The Capehart-Hiestand bills have stirred up bitter 
opposition from the National Rural Electric Cooperative 
Assn. and allied groups. They claim enactment of such 
legislation would have a particularly adverse effect on the 
eight-year-old rural telephone program and on coopera- 
tives in sparsely settled areas, 

NRECA, in a report on REA interest rates, said an 
increase ‘‘could have but one effect -- ultimately the rural 
electric systems would be forced into the hands of the 
private power companies,’’ It said arisein interest rates 
would eliminate all new generation and transmission sys- 
tems, existing systems would be unable toexpand without 
increasing rates and rural areas not served with elec- 
tricity would remain unserved, 

NRECA denied that the 2 percent rate, in effect since 
1944, is a subsidy: ‘‘REA’s interest rate to borrowers 
has been substantially higher than the average cost of 
money to the Federal Government’’ over the 22 years of 
REA, The Government has made money onthe program, 
with a net margin of income from interest totalling 
$54,177,262 for fiscal 1956, according to NRECA, 

Other groups that have announced their opposition to 
legislation boosting interest rates on REA loans are the 
National Telephone Cooperative Assn., the American Pub- 
lic Power Assn., the Cooperative League of the U.S.A., 
Electric Consumers Information Committee and the 
National Farmers Union. 
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Sen. Frank A, Barrett (R Wyo.) has come out flatly 
against any boost inthe REA interest rate. He introduced 
April 17 a resolution (S Res 127) to declare it the sense 
of the Senate that REA loans bear interest ‘‘at a rate not 
more than 2 percent.’’ Barrett Aug. 22 told the Senate 
the interest charged by REA to its borrowers exceeded 
the average rate paid by the Treasury ‘‘onits marketable 
issues in all but seven of the 19 years’’ when REA rates 
were tied to the Treasury rate. He said it seemed ‘‘un- 
fair when the cost of money to the Treasury increases 
immediately to call upon the REA toincrease the interest 
due on its loans.’’ 

Barrett also said Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft 
Benson and REA Administrator David A, Hamil ‘‘both have 
recommended that the interest rate for REA loans be 
maintained at 2 percent.’’ He said he could not believe the 
Administration would seek a boost in the rate, 

Benson Oct, 21 said he expected his Department would 
support the Capehart-Hiestand bills ‘‘or a similar bill,’’ 
Hamil said he was taking no stand onthe bills. ‘‘My job is 
to administer the REA Act as it is written,’’ he said. 

Sen. Karl E, Mundt (R S.D.) is backing the Barrett 
resolution. Senate Majority Leader Lyndon B,. Johnson 
(D Texas) is ‘‘concerned’’ about the proposals to boost 
REA interest rates, 

Congressional Quarterly inquiries turned up no or- 
ganized groups publicly advocating the Capehart-Hiestand 
legislation. The National Assn. of Electric Companies 
customarily does not endorse legislative proposals, Ina 
report to its membership, the Chamber of Commerce of 
the U.S, analysed the measures and said: ‘‘Heavy opposi- 
tion to the bills is expected’’ in Congress, The National 
Assn. of Manufacturers and the Council of State Cham- 
bers of Commerce generally oppose Federal lending pro- 
grams and endorse Hoover Commission recommendation 
to abolish REA now that 95 percent ofthe Nation’s farms 
are electrified. 


Lending Authority 


Humphrey and several other Senators are consider- 
ing the introduction of legislation to make REA an inde- 
pendent agency again, as it was from 1935-39, Since 1939 
it has been under the jurisdiction of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The purpose of such legislation would be two-fold: 


@ 1. Humphrey could hold hearings on the bill and force 
Benson to testify on a recent change in lending procedure 
concerning large REA loans, 

@ 2. It would emphasize the somewhat semi-independ- 
ent status of REA and perhaps strengthen the hand of the 
REA Administrator. 

Such legislation and resulting hearings would climax 
a feud between Humphrey and Benson. The REA law, as 
amended (USC, Title 7, Chap.31), provides that the REA 
Administrator ‘‘shall be appointed by the President, by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, for a term of 10 
years.’’ He is ‘‘authorized and empowered...to make 
loans for rural electrification...in rural areas,,,not re- 
ceiving central station service.’’ The law also provides 
that the REA Administrator shall be ‘‘under the general 
direction and supervision of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture.’’ Under Agriculture Reorganization Plan No, 2 
adopted by the 83rd Congress, all functions of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture were vested in the Secretary. He 
then delegated them. 
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REA Loan Rates - 2 


The Hoosier Electric Cooperative on May 10 submit- 
ted an application for a generator and transmission loan 
totalling $42 million, If approved, it would be the largest 
loan in REA history, It is opposed by Gov. Harold W. 
Handley (R Ind.) and several other Indiana Republican 
leaders, who went over Hamil’s head ina protest to Ben- 
son and urged that the Hoosier loan application be re- 
jected. In June Kenneth L, Scott, director of Agricultural 
Credit Services, asked Hamil todiscuss withhimall REA 
loan applications over $500,000, 

Humphrey in August said his Subcommittee would be- 
gin an investigation aimed at determining ‘‘whether, with- 
out the knowledge or consultation with the Congress, the 
Secretary of Agriculture has taken policy control of G&T 
(generator and transmission) loans away from the REA 
Administrator and vested it in the subordinates in the 
Secretary’s office.’’ He called on Benson to testify and 
explain the change in procedure and why ‘‘Congress was 
not informed,.’’ Humphrey claimed Benson had testified 
in 1953 that no ‘‘major changes in organization’’ would be 
made ‘‘without full consultation and advice’? Humphrey 
told the Senate Aug. 19: ‘‘He (Benson) went further. He 
said that the lending authority would innoway be jeopar- 
dized with or altered or even touched in any way,”’ 

Benson Aug. 20 told apress conference that Scott has 
general direction and supervision over REA under an Aug. 
28, 1953, directive from the Secretary. It still stood, he 
said. In a letter to Humphrey Aug. 30, Benson said there 
had been no reorganization of REA, and that Hamil’s 
authority to approve loans had not been curtailed. 

Benson cited several reasons for the new procedure: 
(1) Rural cooperatives serve about as many non-farm con- 
sumers in rural areas as farmers; (2) The increasing 
demand for electric power is reflected in constantly in- 
creasing demands for REA loans. REA loan approvals 
went up from $165,758,731 in 1952 to $300, 461,514 in 1957; 
and (3) The Department of Agriculture is operating in a 
tight budget situation during a time when there has been 
‘‘an unusual demand for loans from REA.’’ 

Humphrey said Hamil was being asked to consult with 
Scott and Scott’s assistant, ex-Rep. Wesley A, D’Ewart(R 
Mont. 1945-55), who, unlike Hamil, are not Presidential 
appointees. Humphrey regards D’Ewart as a ‘‘public 
power foe.”’ 

Humphrey’s Subcommittee has been making a con- 
tinuing check todetermine whether Hamil is approving and 
rejecting loan applications on Scott’s recommendations, 


1957 Congressional Activity 


Federal construction of atomic power reattors for 
three projects proposed by rural cooperatives was author- 
ized in the 1957 Atomic Energy Act (PL 162, HR 8996, 
Weekly Report, p. 1003) 

The House Government Operations Public Works and 
Resources Subcommittee asked REA for an explanation 
‘*as to why equity requirements for telephone loans were 
liberalized for commercial borrowers without a corres- 
ponding liberalization for rural telephone cooperatives.”’ 
When REA announced lower equity requirements for the 
co-ops April 19, the Subcommittee said ‘‘this discrimi- 
nation has now been removed,’’ 

No action was takenonS 1296 bySens, Carl T, Curtis 
(R Neb.), Roman L. Hruska (R Neb.), Frank Carlson (R 
Kan.), Barry Goldwater (R Ariz.), Milton R, Young (R 
N.D.) and Barrett waiving the 25 percent set-aside of the 
REA loan funds for states with the highest percentage of 
non-electrified farms. 
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| Lobbyist Registrations | 


Twelve registrations were filed under the Federal 
Regulation of Lobbying Act between Oct, 7-18, 1957. 
Registrants filing indicated an interest in tax and trans- 
portation legislation and in pension plans for self- 
employed persons. 


Registrations are listed by category (with employers 
listed alphabetically): Business, Citizens, Farm, Foreign, 
Individuals, Labor, Professional and Military and Vet- 
erans, 


Business Groups 


@ EMPLOYER -- Electronic Industries Assn., 1721 De 
Sales St. N.W., Washington, D.C. 

Registrant -- CARROLL M. WHITE, manager, 
mobile radio communications, 1721 DeSales St. N.W., 
Washington, D.C, Filed 10/15/57. 

Legislative Interest -- ‘‘Matters affecting land 
mobile communications, No special legislative interests 
at present,’’ 


Individuals 


@ EMPLOYER AND REGISTRANT-- BEECHER F, RUS- 
SELL, lawyer, Eastover, New Wilmington, Pa. Filed 
10/15/57. 

Legislative Interest -- In favor of S 2646, which 
proposes a constitutional amendment ‘‘to limit the juris- 
diction of the Supreme Court of the United States.’’ 

Expenses -- $75. 

Previous Registration -- For himself. 
Report, p. 1096) 


(Weekly 


@ EMPLOYER --Estate of William R. Semans, c/o F. 
Fulton Bramble, 806 Mercantile Trust Bldg., Baltimore, 
Md. 

Registrant -- MILLER & CHEVALIER, law firm, 
1001 Connecticut Ave. N.W., Washington, D.C. Filed 
10/15/57. 

Legislative Interest -- In favor of ‘‘amending Section 
812 (e) (1) (f) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1939”’ to 
exempt clients from certain taxes. 

Compensation -- $1,100 retainer; additional compen- 
sation not to exceed $2,500 for duration of 85th Congress. 

Previous Registrations -- Pacific Lighting Co., At- 
wood Co., Sears Roebuck, Young & Rubicam, Blue Cross 
Commission, Affiliated Gas Equipment, Sierra Talc & 
Clay, Estates of Frederick R. Allmann, C, Alan Branting- 
ham, Alfred I. duPont, S. Howard Easton and Edward F, 
Pipe (1955 Almanac, p. 703); Blue Shield Medical Care 
Plans, Kensington Co., Estates of Josephine S, Bogert 
and Cornelia S, Roberts (1956 Almanac, p. 670, 673, 686, 
688); C.L. Gaugler Machine Co., Amherst College and 
Deerfield Academy (Weekly Report, p. 359, 841); Estate 


of James G, Van Horn, St. Mary’s Hospital, New York 
Hospital, Good Samaritan Hospital, St. Luke’s Hospital, 
Kenyon College and John B, Stetson University (below), 


@ EMPLOYER -- Estate of James G, Van Horn, c/o 

Detroit Wabeek Bank & Trust Co., Detroit, Mich, 

Registrant -- MILLER & CHEVALIER, law firm, 
1001 Connecticut Ave. N.W., Washington, D.C. Filed 
10/15/57. 

Legislative Interest -- The same as Estate of William 
R, Semans, above. 

Compensation -- $250 retainer; additional compensa- 
tion not to exeeed $375 for duration of 85th Congress, 

Expenses -- Not to exceed $100. 

Previous Registrations -- Listed under Estate of 
William R, Semans, above. 


@ EMPLOYER AND REGISTRANT -- YATES & KLAK, law 
firm, 1025 Vermont Ave. N.W., Washington, D.C, Filed 
10/15/57. 

Legislative Interest -- ‘‘Members of law firm have 
occasion to visit Members of Congress in behalf of air 
carrier clients.’’ 


Professional Groups 


@ EMPLOYER -- American Thrift Assembly Inc., (a 
“nonprofit, nonpartisan, voluntary federation of associa- 
tions’’), 1025 Connecticut Ave. N.W., Washington, D.C, 

Registrant -- LUCIUS SMITH III ASSOCIATES, 
public relations, 1025 Connecticut Ave. N.W., Washington, 
D.C, 

Legislative Interest -- In favor of ‘‘passage of HR 9 
and HR 10,’’ bills to encourage the establishment of 
voluntary pension plans by self-employed individuals. 

Compensation -- $400 weekly, for four days a week. 


@ EMPLOYER -- Good Samaritan Hospital, West Palm 
Beach, Fla. 

Registrant -- MILLER & CHEVALIER, law firm, 
1001 Connecticut Ave. N.W., Washington, D.C. Filed 
10/18/57. 

Legislative Interest -- In favor of amending Section 
512 (b) of Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt clients 
from certain taxes, 

Compensation -- None. 

Previous Registrations -- Listed under Estate of 
William R. Semans, above. 


@ EMPLOYER -- John B. Stetson University, DeLand, 
Fla. 

Registrant -- MILLER & CHEVALIER, law firm, 
1001 Connecticut Ave. N.W., Washington, D.C, Filed 
10/18/57. 

Legislative Interest -- Same as Good Samaritan 
Hospital above. 

Compensation -- None. 

Previous Registrations -- Listed under Estate of 
William R, Semans above. 
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@ EMPLOYER -- Kenyon College, Gambier, Ohio. 

Registrant -- MILLER & CHEVALIER, law firm, 
1001 Connecticut Ave. N.W., Washington, D.C. Filed 
10/18/57. 

Legislative Interest -- Same as Good Samaritan Hos- 
pital, above. 

Compensation -- None, 

Previous Registrations -- Listed under Estate of 
William R, Semans above. 


@ EMPLOYER -- New York Hospital, New York, N.Y. 

Registrant -- MILLER & CHEVALIER, law firm, 
1001 Connecticut Ave. N.W., Washington, D.C. Filed 
10/18/57. 

Legislative Interest -- Same as Good Samaritan 
Hospital, above. 

Compensation -- None. 

Previous Registrations -- Listed under Estate of 
William R, Semans, above. 


@ EMPLOYER --St. Luke’s Hospital, Amsterdam Ave. 
and 113th St. New York, N.Y. 

Registrant -- MILLER & CHEVALIER, law firm, 
1001 Connecticut Ave, N.W., Washington, D.C, Filed 
10/18/57. 

Legislative Interest -- Same as Good Samaritan 
Hospital, above. 

Compensation -- None, 

Previous Registrations -- Listed under Estate of 
William R. Semans, above. 


@ EMPLOYER -- St. Mary’s Hospital, West Palm Beach, 
Fla, 

Registrant -- MILLER & CHEVALIER, law firm, 
1001 Connecticut Ave. N.W., Washington, D.C, Filed 
10/18/57. 

Legislative Interest -- The same as Good Samaritan 
Hospital, above. 

Compensation -- None. 

Previous Registrations -- Listed under Estate of 
William P., Semans, above. 


FALLOUT REPORT 


The Medical-Biological Advisory Committee of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, in a report released Oct. 19, 
said current estimates of harm to United States citizens 
from H-bomb testing appeared to be within ‘‘tolerable 
limits.’’ The Committee used an estimate made by the 
National Academy of Sciences that if testing continued for 
the next 30 years at the rate of the past five years, U.S. 
citizens on the average would suffer a fallout radiation 
dose of about one-tenth of a roentgen. As a result, the 
report said, 160-800 more defective children would be 
born each year. The report also minimized the non- 
genetic effects of fallout, if testing continued at the 
current rate. (Weekly Report, p. 1112) 

The Committee said the U.S, was faced with the 
necessity of maintaining a first-class military organiza- 
tion, and to do so the tests mustcontinue. But it recom- 
mended that because of ‘‘adverse repercussions’’ in 
public discussion, the tests be held to a minimum ‘‘con- 
sistent with scientific and military requirements.’’ The 
report said that individual views of falloutdanger depend 
upon ‘‘ethical and emotional makeup of the individual and 
therefore there can be honest differences of opinion. It 
is a fact, however, that we accept death and maiming 
through preventable accidents....”’ 


Pressures - 2 


ATOMIC ENERGY REPORT 


The 12th American Assembly Oct. 20 called for a 
‘“‘thorough review’’ of the United States atomic power 
program and urged “more positive leadership’ fromthe 
Atomic Energy Commission, 

Calling a review of the entire atomic energy program 
‘‘urgent,’’ the Assembly said a ‘‘clear formulation of the 
program’s objectives in terms of the national power needs 
of the U.S, in the long run aswell as immediate require- 
ments...of foreign policy was needed, 

The conferees said Government financial aid was 
‘tinescapable’’ because of high costs of research and 
experimentation. But the Assembly was not in agreement 
on the point of increasing subsidies. A minority said 
large subsidies would not be necessary if the Government 
constructed reactors for demonstration purposes. 

The Assembly said conflicts between public and 
private power advocates were ‘‘unnecessary and unfor- 
tunate’’ and urged that Government assistance be avail- 
able to both public and private agencies ‘‘without dis- 
crimination,’’ 

The report also urged an end tosecrecy surrounding 
the peaceful uses of the atom, improved education and 
training of scientists and a dispersion of atomic power 
reactors throughout the world. 

The four-day conference included 65 nuclear scien- 
tists, industrialists, Government officials, newspaper 
publishers and educators, Operating under the auspices 
of Columbia University, the Assembly was established in 
1950 by President Eisenhower when he headed the 
university. 


SOCIAL SECURITY FOR PHYSICIANS 


A newly formed Committee on Social Security for 
Physicians is carrying on an active campaign in support 
of legislation to place doctors under the social security 
system, 

The group opposes the American Medical Assn.,’s 
position against coverage. The Committee, headed by 
Dr. Harold Aaron of New York, claims members in 34 
states; and state medical society support in Connecticut, 
Massachusetts, New York, Pennsylvania and Vermont, 

Rallying around a bill (HR 8883) introduced late in 
the 1957 session by Rep. Robert W. Kean (RN.J.), 
Committee leaflets say that the only reason physicians 
are not now covered is because the ‘‘House of Delegates 
of the American Medical Assn. has told Congress that 
physicians are opposed to social security.’’ All other 
major professions are included. 

The AMA resolution currently in effect opposes 
compulsory coverage for doctors and authorizes an educa- 
tional campaign among members explaining why particip- 
ation is not desirable. The House of Delegates also 
recommended a poll of state societies on social security 
participation. According to the AMA Washington office 
the poll showed that doctors favored voluntary, but 
opposed compulsory, participation, 

Aaron’s Committee says it hopes for Congressional 
action in 1958, Itplanstocontactthe Nation’s 200,000 
doctors and urge them to write members of the House 
Ways and Means Committee. If funds are available, a 
Nationwide poll of physicians by an independent agency 
would be arranged and the ‘‘results...would be presented 
to Congress and would provide proof that most physicians 
do want social security coverage,’’ says the Committee. 
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CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY 


The Week In Congress 








A strong showing in the House of Representatives has earn- 
Kconomy Cup ed the Republican party undisputed possession of the Con- 
gressional economy cup for 1957. The prize went to the GOP for backing almost 
twice as many economy moves as the Democrats in Congressional Quarterly’s 
analysis of roll-call votes directly affecting Federal spending. The competition was 
based on 66 roll calls that directly increased or decreased the flow of taxpayer 
money from the Treasury. Senate-House scores showed the average GOP Member 


backed 50 percent of the economy moves, opposed 37 percent. (Page 1199) 


Scientific Cooperation 


Preceded by Russia’s sputnik and his own Queen Eliz- 
abeth, British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan ar- 
rived in Washington this week to the rousing cry of 
‘scientific cooperation”’ on all sides. U.S, allies have 
been talking about the need for greater cooperation in 
scientific and military spheres for some time. Now, 
with visible evidence circling overhead of Russian 
strides in research and development, the United 
States is reexamining the possibility of increased 
cooperation with its friends. The plans of President 
Eisenhower and Macmillan may involve changes ina 
1954 law that bars the U.S, from giving its allies 
either nuclear weapons or any information ‘‘relating 
to the design or fabrication of atomic weapons.’’ It is 
unclear, however, to what extent the law has prevented 
or now bars more extensive scientific cooperation. 
The law made a specific exception, for example, of 
information about ‘‘systems employed in the delivery 
or use’’ of nuclear weapons, (Page 1208) 


Missile Muddle 


In an apparent attempt to speed development of bal- 
listic missiles, Defense Secretary Neil H. McElroy 
took personal command of the programs and ordered 
weekly progress reports from the military depart- 
ments. Meanwhile, publication of a two-month-old 
directive by his predecessor ordering a$170 million 
cut in military research spending aroused Congres- 
sional complaints. (Page 1211) 


REA Rates 


Is the low-interest $3 billion Federal loan program 
designed to bring electricity and telephone service 
to farms still necessary? The 22-year-old Rural 
Electrification Administration long has been a Con- 
gressional favorite. But in these days of higher in- 
terest rates and increased Government spending the 
Administration and some Congressmen question 
whether Uncle Sam should continue to lend money 
through the REA at a 2 percent interest rate, (Page 
1212) 


iv 





Cabinet Shift 


Herbert Brownell Jr. announced his resigna- 
tion as AttorneyGeneral, a post he had held since 
the advent ofthe Eisenhower Administration in 
1953. His successor will be William P,. Rogers, 
currently Deputy AttorneyGeneral. Brownell, in 
addition to being chief legal adviser to President 
Eisenhower, also was one of his top political ad- 
visers. Rogers is an intimate friend of Vice 
President Richard M, Nixon and has been one of 
his chief political advisers. (Page 1211) 











Democratic Position 


A weekend meeting of the Democratic Advisory Coun- 
cil brought forth critical appraisals of GOP Adminis- 
tration action in the fields of foreign policy and de- 
fense, economic policy and civil rights. The Demo- 
crats said the Administration ‘‘has made the funda- 
mental error of placing fiscal objectives and domestic 
political considerations ahead of the Nation’s secur- 
ity.’”, Democrats blamed ‘‘the worst peacetime infla- 
tion in our history’’ on the Administration and said 
President Eisenhower should immediately name a 
civil rights commission, (Page 1209) 


Antitrust Action 


Big business appeared due for headlines as Senate and 
House Antitrust Subcommittees began hearings in 
Washington. The Senate Subcommittee, resuming its 
investigation of administered pricing, heard officials 
of the Nation’s second largest steel producing firm 
defend a July price increase. The House Subcom- 
mittee opened an investigation of the Government’s 
use of consent decrees in antitrust cases with testi- 
mony from Justice Department officials about pending 
action against major oil pipeline companies. (Page 
1208) 
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